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LONDON, JULY 13, 1867. 
> — 

‘WHILE EVERYONE was wondering what temporary 
provision would be made for the dispatch of the chancery 
appeal business during the indisposition of Lord Justice 
Turner, the question has been put aside by the death of 
that eminent judge, who has thus survived his late col- 
‘Teague but a very few months. Perhaps no judge has 
"better earned the esteem of the profession and the grati- 
tude of suitors than Sir George Turner. For a more 
particular account of the career of the late Lord Jus- 
tice we refer the reader to our obituary column. His 
successor has not, up to this time, been formally ap- 
pointed, but we believe we may state that it is Sir 
John Rolt, who will become the colleague of Sir Hugh 
Cairns. We need not say that he will carry with him 
‘the good wishes of the profession. The abilities and 
‘kindly qualities of the present Attorney-General require 
no comment from us. What may be the changes lower 
down in the scale admits of some speculation; the an- 
ticipation in the profession, however, appears to be that 
Mr. Selwyn, Q.C., will receive promotion. 





Mr. Henry TAyYuLor, in his “Notes on Life,’ wrote 


with much disapprobation of charity-balls, charity- 


bazaars, and such like schemes by which the love of 
pleasure is enlisted to further the aims and replenish the 
coffers of benevolence. He disapproved of such methods 
of obtaining funds, as doing away with the chief grace of 
giving. Perhaps few of our readers will be inclined to 
go this length, but, however this may be, we think few 
will view with approbation the custom of getting up 
lotteries for charitable purposes. Parliament, many 
years ago, thought fit to forbid “ lotteries, littlegoes, and 
unlawful games;”’ and most persons think that Parliament 
was right, Either the Acts which apply to these matters 
-are right, and should be respected on the one hand and if 
necessary enforced on the other, or they are wrong and 
‘should be abolished. Most persons think the Acts are right, 
and so did Sir George Grey, when some two years ago he 
cautioned the conductors of a “charitable lottery” that 
sg were engaging in an illegal and punishable proceed- 


Disapproving as we do of what are called “charitable 
lotteries,” we are sorry to see another afloat, The ticket 
which is disseminated announces a “ grand distribution 
of several hundred gifts in aid of the building fund of 
St. Peter’s Church, Clergy-house and Schools, Hatton- 
wall,” the first prize being a “ jewelled purse containing 
‘one hundred Australian sovereigns, the gift of one who 
has ‘done well’ in the colonies,” and the remainder of 
the list including pictures, sewing machines, &o., &c. 
Tickets, sixpence each. The drawing to take place on 
‘Such a day, “on the principle of the Art Union, with the 
arithmetical modification to meet the requirements of the 
Jaw.” We do not know what the “ modification” in 
question may be; at best it can be but a wretched evasion, 
sad to think of, as coupled with religion ; we doubt, 
however, its being even that, 

That charitable lotteries are illegal isa matter which 





admits of no doubt. The first Art Union Indemnity 
Act (7 & 8 Vict. c. 109) very possibly legalized them for 
a short time. That Act passed to “indemnify persons 
connected with art unions and others,” against certain 
penalties, and included the case of persons “ obtaining 
funds from subscribers, on condition of distributing, by 
lot or otherwise, certain pictures, engravings, or other 
works of art.” The indemnity granted by this Act ex- 
tended, however, only to Acts done before the 31st of 
July, 1845, and the subsequent Acts which have extended 
the indemnity, have extended it only as regards mem- 
bers of art unions, and not to the “others,” who might 
be included under thefirst Act. The first Act for legaliz- 
ing art unions (9 & 10 Vict.c. 48), protects them only 
“so long a8 their proceedings are carried on in good 
faith for the encouragement of the fine arts,” and re- 
quires that a Royal Charter be obtained for each associa- 
tion. 

These “ charitable lotteries” may be well meant, but 
doing evil that good may come, is not arule of action 
which either sounds or works well. We disapprove of 
them strongly as illegal and pernicious, and think that Mr. 
Gathorne Hardy would do well to imitate his predecessor 
and caution the parties, and, if that failed, take stronger 
measures. 


CONSECUTIVE AND CUMULATIVE SENTENCES of impri- 
sonment, and the right of justices to inflict such sen- 
tences, have been often called in question; but never 
until the decision of Paine’s case, 15 W. R. 742, in the 
Court of Queen’s Bench, has an authoritative judicial 
opinion been given on the subject. And strangely 
enough, although the statute which regulates the pass- 
ing of such sentences by the judges at assizes is almost 


{ in the same words as the 25th section of Jervis’s Act (11 


& 12 Vict. c. 43), which applies to convictions before 
justices, the point appears to have been brought now for 
the first time before a court, and it has been, we venture 
to say, well established once and for all that it is in 
accordance with statutory enactments for justices of the 
peace to inflict consecutive terms of imprisonment. 

In Paine’s case an application was made to the Court 
of Queen’s Bench for a habeas corpus to discharge the 
applicant out of custody on a sentence of imprisonment 
passed by the magistrates at Maidstone. He had been 
convicted under the 5 Geo. 4, c. 85, s. 4, of a certain 
offence for which the statute says the magistrates may 
commit him to the House of Correction for any period 
not exceeding three months, and he was accordingly sen- 
tenced to three months’ imprisonment. He was then 
again charged (being still at the bar) with another 
similar offence against the same statute, and pleaded 
guilty thereto, upon which he was again sentenced to 
the same punishment of imprisonment for three moaths, 
to commence from the expiration of the first sentence ; 
and there were two other similar convictions and similar 
sentences, making four convictions and twelve months’ 
imprisonment. The frst period of three months ex- 
pired, and this application was made to test the legality 
of the subsequent sentences. 

The whole case appears to have turned upon the con- 
struction of the 25th section of Jervis'’s Act, “ That 
where a justice shall adjudge the defendant to ba impri- 
soned, and he shall then be in prison undergoing impri- 
sonment upon a conviction for any other offence, the 
warrant for the subsequent offence shall be delivered to 
the gaoler, and it shall be lawfal for the justices to order 
that the imprisonment for the subsequent offence shall 
commence at the expiration of the imprisonment to 
which the defendant shall have been previously sen- 
tenced.” 

As the Lord Chief Justice remarked in delivering 
judgment dismissing the application, “by some degree 
of technical and professional straining the words are 
capable of the interpretation that the imprisonment 
commences from the moment that the prisoner is con- 
victed and sentenced; but it is scareely necessary to 
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strain words to prove such a position. When a defen- 
dant is convicted, he is not released without having 
undergone the penalty, and he is, therefore, from 
that moment, not only coustructively, but actually, a 
prisoner. It is a much nicer point to ascertain whether 
the words of the statute contemplated convictions for 
more than one offence at the same session of justices ; 
but if we look at the universal practice existing at the 
time of the passing of Jervis’s Act, which prevailed at 
assizes and at the Central Criminal Court, and the simi- 
larity of the wording of this section to that of the 10th 
section of 7 & 8 Geo. 4, c. 23, there can be little doubt 
that the intention was to give justices the same powers 
as are exercised in such cases by the judges. And, 
moreover, the common sense view of the matter renders 
it absurd that it should be possible for a man to be con- 
victed of two or more desperate assaults at the same 
time, and that all his sentences should begin and expire 
concurrently, just as if a man could live two or more 
lives at once. Nothing would in the present day go 
farther towards encouraging such offences, for instance, 
as have recently been but too common in the streets of 
London, than the knowledge that when once an assault 
on a policeman had been committed, the perpetrator of 
the outrage might “run amuck” and assault as many 
more as he pleased without suffering any greater punish- 
ment than the maximum term of imprisonment awarded 
to such an offence. , 

We are well aware that the point has no claim to be 
described as novel, for it has been mooted more than 
twenty years, though never before brought before the 
courts. 

We append, for the benefit of our readers, the following 
copy of an opinion given by the law officers of the Crown 
in the year 1846 on the three following questions sub- 
mitted to them :— 

First. If two or more charges punishable in a summary 
manner be heard before a magistrate on the same day, and 
he convicts in both cases, can he lawfully issue one warrant 
only in the first instance, and commit the defendant to 
prison in respect of both of the offences? and when the im- 
prisonment is about to terminate, issue a second warrant in 
respect of the other offence, directing the gaoler to detain 
the defendant for a further period of imprisonment ? 

Secondly. Whether, in hearing both cases on the same 
day, the magistrate who convicts in both can order in his 
warrant of commitment that the defendant should be impri- 
soned in respect of one of the offences for a stated time, and 
that, at the end of such time, he should be imprisoned for a 
second offence for a further period ? 

Thirdly. If a defendant be charged before a magistrate on 
the same day by two complainants, with having committed 
distinct assaults on each of them at different times, namely, 
one on that day and one on the preceding day, can the 
magistrate lawfully adjudicate upon one only of such 
charges, and suspend the hearing of the other until the im- 
Prisonment in — — am shall have expired, and — 
on summoning the defendant to re-a r, proceed to hear 
nbaljalininehtheaiaodons? 


OPTION. 

Firstly and secondly. We are of opinion that, where a 
magistrate has summary jurisdiction, he ought not on con- 
Viction in several cases to defer sentence ip the second until 
the imprisonment in the first is about to expire, and then 
isme a warrant of detention for a second period of imprison- 
ment ; we are of opinion that, if two or more charges be 
br t before a magistrate at the same time, it is his dut 
to adjudicate on them in succession, and without delay. If 
he convict upon more than one, where the punishment is 
imprisonment, he should make out separate warrants upon 
each conviction, the second impri it to commence and 
take effect = the expiration of the first. 

Thirdly. The same rule applies to a case of two or more 
charges of assault, The proper course (and that which is 
adopted by the inferior courts) is that which is above 
Pointed out in answer to the first and second questions, 


Freep. Tuvsiorn, 
Temple, May, 1446. Firznoy Kyiy. 


After this opinion was published, no decision has 





settled or prescribed the course to be adopted by justices 
in the instance of prisoners committed on two or more 
charges on the same day. It was always the practice at, 
the metropolitan police courts to make out separate 
commitments for each offence all dated the same day, 
and directing the sentences to. commence and expire 
concurrently; but the practice has been now for more 
than twenty years altered in that respect, and it has be. 
come by no means uncommon to see reports of the in- 
fliction ‘of consecutive terms of imprisonment on one 
offender by a magistrate in accordance with the practice. 
of the superior courts. 


MucH HAS been said lately by our contemporaries: 
upon the Railway Companies Bill, and very different 
views have been taken of its provisions. Consi 
the many interests involved, it is not surprising that 
few persons agree respecting the whole. 

The Zimes has this week denounced the bill in very 
strong terms, and seems, indeed, to see no clean spot. 
in it, 

There may be, and no doubt there are, advocates of 
the rights of railway companies so blinded as to believe 
them entitled to the special protection of the state in 
some peculiar manner unknown to the law, but no argu- 
mente yet adduced have been sufficient to give their sup- 
porters any status. 

The fact is that railway companies have reduced 
themselves to a condition of insolvency, and now look as 
children do, to the author of their existence, to liberate 
them from the chains and fetters they have themselves 
forged. 

With regard to the Railway Companies Bill, there are 
several clauses we could wish altered; but we are by no- 


means prepared to pronounce it as an “unmitigated”’ 


evil. Many of its provisions are most salutary, and if we 
are unable to concur fully in the sale by auction of arail- 
way line, it is more because we are convinced of the im- 
practicability of the plan, and of its being an instrument. 
for the annihilation of shareholders, than from any ides 
that strong measures are not absolutely necessary in ap- 
plying.a remedy for the insolvency of railway companies, 

We have already suggested* that debenture-holders 
should combine to abate their claims, and so release rail- 
way companies from their overpowering burdens; but: 
it cannot be expected that creditors of this class will 
combine for such a purpose. 

The fact is that the time has arrived when something 
must be done to preserve railway lines to the public, and 


it is in a great measure in the interest of the public that — 


the Railway Companies Bill is introduced. Next to the 
public the creditors are to be considered; and while we 
see meetings of railway shareholders protest against. 
selling a line for the benefit of creditors, it would be 
well that creditors too and also the public should be 
heard to express their opinion with regard to the bill. 
That it is in the main a most useful measure, and one 
much needed to prevent great litigation, cannot in 
honesty be denied; but no remedy which. put a sudden: 
stop to a wild career such as has been followed by some 
of our leading railways would be likely to please either 
directors or shareholders. These cannot be expected 
to countenance the Railway Companies Bill; but they 
are not entitled to be consulted until after the public 
and the creditors have been heard, 


THE “ DELAYS OF THE LAW” are often made matter of 
complaint by all sorts and conditions of people, and it 
was said that the convict Charlotte Winsor, in whose 
case an important point respecting the discharge of 
jury was raised some months ago, complained loudly of 
the unreasonable delays of the law. 

It seems, however, that the law has, at any rate, no 
monopoly of tardiness, and the military authorities have 
amply vindicated their own reputation in this respect by 


* 11 Sol, Jour, 305, 
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taking three months to decide whether, in raising the 
pay.of the British soldier two pence per diem, the Blues 
and the Lifeguards should each receive an additional two- 
pence; or, whether the pay of. these regiments should be 
equalized by giving twopence to the Blues and nothing to 
the Lifeguards, or fourpence to the Blues and twopence to 
the Lifeguards. .After, three months deliberation the 
authorities have beensenabled to make up their mind in 
fayour of the middle one of these three alternatives. 


His Honour,’ Vick-CHANCELLOR MALINs, stated on 
‘Thursday that he should, not sit. after Saturday, the 3rd 
of August. His Honour added that he should endeavour, 
ag far as possible, to dispose of all motions, because it 
was very undesirable that any should remain in abey- 
ance. 

Tue SOMEWHAT acrimonious discussion which lately 
ttook place in the Hous2 of Commons as to the propriety 
of a conviction by some Wiltshire magistrates of two men 
for poaching, on the unsupported evidence of a game- 
keeper, raises an important question as to the duty of 
clerks to magistrates throughout the country. In the 
course of the debate the Home Secretary was asked to 
produce a copy of the evidence taken on the inquiry. 
It proved impossible for him to do so, as no note of it 
had been made either by the magistrates themselves 
or their clerk. This circumstance has been represented 
in.more than one newspaper as indicative of gross neg- 
ligence, but it should be remarked, in simple justice to 
‘those concerned, that there was no absolute dereliction 
of duty on the part of either the magistrates or their 
clerk. The case was before the Court not for preliminary 
investigation but for summary adjudication, and the 
justices were sitting as a jury as well as judges. Now, 
‘in such a case, where an offence is punishable by summary 
-conviction, it is certainly unusual, and, indeed, in prac- 
tice itis impossible, to take a full note of the evidence. 
If it were done the business of petty sessions could not 
be transacted without a very great increase in the number 
-of justices and court officers. 

The Legislature has not as yet thought fit to impose 
‘any obligation on magistrates to reduce the evidence 
offered to them into writing, except where the accused 
person is charged with an indictable offence. In such a 
ease it is provided. by the 11 & 12 Vict. o. 42, s. 17, 
that the justices, “before they admit such accused 
person for trial, shall,in his presence, take the state- 
ment on oath or affirmation of those who shall know 
the facts and circumstances of the case, and shall put 
the same into writing, and such depositions shall be 
read over to and signed respectively by the witnesses 
who shall have been so examined, and shall be signed 
also by. the justices taking the same.” The necessity 
of this provision is obvious. The depositions thus 
taken are returned to the Court where the accused is 
eventually tried, whether the Quarter Sessions or the 

They are used by the judge as materials for 

charge to the grand jury, and, in case the wit- 

who made them are unable, through illness, to 

»the trial, or have died in the interval, are read 

ence -for the prosecution. They are. also fre- 

ently used by counsel in defending criminals, for 

the ‘purpose of contradicting the oral testimony of the 

witnesses at the trial.. The prisoner himself, also, is 

entitled to a copy of the depositions, aud he is thus en- 

abled to prepare the beat defence he can to the charge 
brought against him. 

It is not improbable that an attempt will be made to 
extend this enactment to all oases in which a person 
is charged with any offence—indictable or not—render- 
ing him liable to imprisonment. But we trust Parlia- 
ment will hesitate before they impose upon magistrates 
positive duty which would cause great delay and in- 
convenience without, as we are inclined to think, se- 

corresponding advantages. No doubt there are 
Cases in which a careful note of the evidence given 





should be preserved;' but for one such case there are s, 

dozen where the briefest record is sufficient. Unless 

we are prepared to sacrifice our power of visiting every 

day offences with that speedy punishment which is so 

effectual an agent in repressing them, we must trust 

ps to the discretion of justices and of their legal 
visers. 


TM FIRST REPORT issued by the managing body of 
the Law Reports reached us a little too late for notice in 
our last impression. The new scheme is now in its 
second year, and by this time may be taken to have fairly 
gained a footing. The idea was a bold one, and, as the 
report states, the carrying of it into execution was at- 
tended with great difficulty. People who had had ex- 
perience of previous schemes, and who had grown old in 
the use of the then existing reports, inclined, naturally 
enough, to bide a while before they cast in their lot 
with another project, which seemed disposed to revo- 
lutionise everything. The new scheme has, however, 
now stood the test of upwards of a year’s existence, 
and though the reports which it presents to its adherents 
are not quite all that they can desire, we think, never- 
theless, that its managers and promoters are somewhat en- 
titled to the tone of self-gratulation which they have 
adopted in their circular. They have had a hard struggle 
and have yet much working and struggling to get 
through, but we believe that they have been actuated 
by a desire to benefit the profession, and think that 
they deserve its thanks for what they have done. 

We confess to having been somewhat incredulous at 
the outset as to the probabilities of the new scheme 
succeeding, but being actuated merely by a desire to 
serve the interests of the profession we felt no desire to 
do as other of our contemporaries did; and launch 
out into somewhat unmeasured invective on the stranger 
and its introducers. We believe that these matters are 
self-adjusting, and if the Zaw Reports are for the in- 
terests of the profession they will endure, if not they 
will disappear. 

With regard to purely selfish considerations, there is 
the less temptation to us to view the new scheme un- 
favourably, because there is ample room both for it and 
the old series of reports with which this Journal is 
connected. 

We think the managers do well to call the attention 
of the profession to the fact that their Weekly Notes, 
“being necessarily prepared in haste, and without the 
opportunity of correction,” &c., “are not intended or 
adapted for citation as authority.” This statement is 
candid, and if accepted as it is entitled to be, will 
save the profession. much of that trouble and annoy- 
ance of which we have been witmesses in the case of 
those who have found themselves misled by the in- 
acouracies of the Weekly Notes. It ‘is necessary, how- 
ever, for the purpose of citation, and for reliable in- 
formation, that there should be some reports issued of 
considerably earlier date than those in the Law Repert’s 
series, and this necessity would of itself alone render the 
Law Reports a less formidable rival to the now subsist- 
ing series. 

While giving a friendly recognition to the circular 
which we have been noticing, we cannot forbear from 
saying that, in our opinion, anything approaching to a 
reporting monopoly would be most undesirable in the 
interesta of the profession, So long as them are 
several competitors in the field,.each is stimulated to do 
ita best, take away competition, and the well-known 
attendant evils of monopoly would infallibly m ke their 
appearance. Few of our readers would be inclined, for 
instance, to think that the Law Reperts are too good as 
it is, and we should for this reason be very sorry to see 
them alone in the field, with no competition to stimulate 
their efforts, aud no other series to which dissatisfied 
members of the profession could resort, 

So far as the Law Reperts have gone, we think their 
managers entitled to congratulation ; but there is stil} 
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room for very much improvement. There should be no 
more “dog” eases, such as the one which excited the 
laughter of all Westminster-hall a few months back, 
fewer mistakes generally, and less verbosity. We offer 
these remarks in a friendly spirit ; it is in the interest 
of the profession that the Law Revorts should improve ; 
we hope they will do so. 


THE LAW INTELLIGENCE of the daily papers often 
affords severe mental exercise to their readers; but we 
have seldom been more completely mystified than by the 
report in the Daily Telegraph of Thursday last of the 
important case of Reg. v. Bertrand before the Privy 
Council. The facts of the case were shortly these :— 
The prisoner was tried in New South Wales for murder ; 
the jury, being unable to agree, after twenty hours were 
discharged, and the prisoner was subsequently tried by 
another jury and convicted. He moved in the Supreme 
Court of the colony for a rule to set aside the verdict and 
for a new triaJ, on the ground that, at the second trial, 
some of the evidence taken at the first trial had been 
read to the jury from the notes of the judge who tried 
the case in the first instance, and on the ground of cer- 
tain other irregularities. 

The Supreme Court set aside the verdict, and granted 
a rule for a new trial. From this decision the Attorney- 
General of the eolony appealed, on behalf of the Crown, 
to the Judicial Committee, who allowed the appeal, and 
reversed the order for a new trial. According to our con- 
temporary, “ the Attorney-General of the colony denied 
that there could be mo new trial in a criminal case. 
Sir J. Coleridge reviewed the law of the case, the result 
being that the appeal could be sustained without costs, 
and the order for new trial reversed.” Allowing for a 
misprint in this wonderful sentence, the Attorney- 
General still remains committed to the contention 
that there can be no new trial in a criminal case. 
Surely we ought to give that functionary credit for 
knowing that new trials have been, and can be, granted 
in the case of libel and certain other misdemeanours 
which are certainly criminal cases. Readers of the 
report in question must have felt grateful for the sen- 
tence with which it concludes—* The conviction for 
murder stands affirmed.” We doubt whether anybody 
could have extracted this conclusion from the rest of the 
report. 

The Times concludes its report of the sume case by a 
remark that it seems to be a conclusive decision upon 
the point whether a second trial for murder can take 
place, the jury having disagreed on the first. The Times 
report does not show that this point was involved at all 
—at any rate, it appears not to have been taken by the 
prisoner, whose objection was, not to the second trial 
having taken place at all, but to certain irregulariti 
at that trial. , 

We draw attention to this case merely to show the 
danger of trusting to newspaper reports of cases, and not 
in a fault-finding spirit 


Ox THURSDAY NIGHT the bill for the extension of 
the operation of the Trades Union Commission Act to 
other than Sheffield was read a second time. 

On Monday Jast the certificates of indemnity in re- 
wpect of the Sheffield outrages were dealt ont 
by the commissioners to those who had “earned” them. 
Sir George Grey, Mr. Gladstone, and Sir Roundell 
Palmer did well to press on the House the expediency 
of exercising the power of giving there certificates with 
great caution. If in any case the facts can be got at 
without giving the promise of an indemnity, it is a thou- 
sand pities that justice should not take ite due course, In 
the Sheffield case probably the information could not have 
been otherwise obtained; but now that the commissioners 
know what to look for, it is quite possible that crimes 
may be unravelled at a less expense than the exoneration 
of the criminal. Moreover, with Sir Roundell Palmer, 
‘we do nct se what authority any of the commissioners 





had for promising a witness under examination that, ort 
only he, but anyone whom he might implicate, shoul? 
receive a certificate of indemnity. 


Too LATE for insertion in our last number arrived, in 
confirmation of a previous rumour, the news that Dr. 
Lushington had resigned office. Dr. Lushington was the 
oldest living judge. Ever since 1838 he had sat as judge 
of the Admiralty Court, while his appointment of judge- 
of the Consistory Court dated ten years previously, and 
more than sixty years have passed since he was called to 
the bar by the Hon. Society of the InnerTemple. It was: 
not until two years later that he was admitted an advo 
cate at Doctors’ Commons. There are very few men 
living who knew him as an advocate, but it may be re- 
membered that he was one of Queen Caroline’s counsel in 
1820. As a judge Dr. Lushington may emphatically be 
said to have left his mark behind him, both as regards. 
the value of his judgments and the useful reforms whick 
he introduced. 


THE LAW OF COMPENSATION FOR INJURIOUS. 
AFFECTION UNDER THE RAILWAY AND LANDS 
CLAUSES AOTS. 

The judgments delivered in the House of Lords in the 
important case of Rickets v. The Metropolitan Railway, 
are reported in a recent number of the Weekly Reporter 
(15 W. R. 987). We, therefore, take this opportunity of 
commenting upon the law of “injurious affection,” of 
which this case is the most important development, at a 
time when it is probably being studied by our readers, 
We share the regret which Lord Westbury so pathetically 
expresses at the state in which the law was left by the 
judgment of the Court of Exchequer Chamber, and also 
that which he no doubt felt not less acutely, but which 
modesty prevented him from expressing, that in the 
result, his opinion in the matter should have been over- 
ruled. We cannot, however, say that we should have- 
been glad to see his judgment entirely adopted by the 
House of Lords. It would have been most unfortunate 
that the rule that an injurious affection in the statute 
means an injury for which, but for the Act of Parliament 
making it lawful, an action would have lain, should have 
been entirely and unreservedly abrogated. This rule has 
been laid down on the highest authority, is constantly 
acted on, and is taken as the test in many other doubtfub 
claims for compensation besides that for trade profits. 
In all of these the law would have been unsettled, if the 
reasons given by Lord Westbury for reversing this judg- 
ment had been adopted by the House. Whether that rule 
might not, with advantage, have been modified so as to 
go merely to this extent—that in cases where there 
would have been no remedy, either by action or other 
proceeding, no compensation was meant to be given— 
and thus, to preserve the present rule, excluding claims 
for compensation for mere amenities—is an important, 
and perhaps doubtful, question. To abrogate the rule 
entirely would, we think, not only have been unneces- 
sary for the purpose of deciding Rickets’ case in his 
favour, but would have interfered with a right decision 
in other cases. It seems to us that, without going as far 
as Lord Westbury did, there were ample grounds for re- 
versing the decision of the majority of the judges in the 
Exchequer Chamber, and for establishing—as the Lord 
Chancellor as well as Sir William Erle was so anxious to 
do—a precise and definite rule. This, owing to Lord 
Westbury’s differing in opinion, and some difficulcies 
which arise from the Lord Chancellor and Lord Cran- 
worth not entirely agreeing, has not, we think, been done; 
but, as the failure calle peremptorily for the interference 
of the Legislature, we can scarcely say we regret it. 

Perhaps the most noticeable point in the judgments is, 
that Chamberlain's case, 11 W.R. 472, ia upheld, and on the 
ground of distinction pointed out by Erle, 0.J., in deliver- 
ing the judgment in Richet’s case in the Exchequer Cham~ 
ber. This is that in Chamberlain’s case the frontage wae 
altered, #0 that, instead of fronting an imyortant street, 
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the houses were made to front a kind of back alley. In 
fact the road was the same as before, but it was blocked 
ap at the end by the railway, so as to cease to be a 
Ahoroughfare for carriages, and was only a thoroughfare 
for foot-passengers by their going up some steps opposite 
‘the houses and so on to the substituted road, which 
crossed the railway by a bridge. There it was admitted 
that it was a natural and immediate consequence of the 
alteration that the property would be less valuable 


for business purposes, and that the owner might be com-° 


for this expected future loss of profit. In 
Ricket’s case the street immediately in front of the 
jhouse was left the same as before, but, owing to an ob- 
struction at the end of the street, over which people had 
do pass by a bridge, the traffic along it was found, after 
the event, to be actually as much altered as if it had 
been converted into a back alley. Here it is said— 
True the people do not come; but, as they might do so, 
their not coming is not the natural and immediate con- 
sequence of what the company have done: so that here, 
although the loss had actually happened, and was not 
merely expected as in the other case, it is held that no 
compensation can be claimed. 

It is a natural and direct consequence that few per- 
‘sons will pass along a street in consequence of its being 
‘blocked up by an embankment, over which there is no 
outlet, though there is one by some steps at the side; 
yet it is a remote and indirect consequence that few per- 
sons do pass when the obstruction consists of a hoarding 
with a foot bridge over it. This is the distinction which 
dt was so distressing to Lord Westbury to be told that 
the judges of the Common Pleas and Exchequer had 
failed to understand. 

We are not surprised at his feelings, but we must con- 
fess to a greater obtuseness than that attributed to the 
learned judges in question. They only failed to find out 
the distinction, we fail to see it when it is pointed out. 

Of course there might happen to be a differenee 
made by the statute between an obstruction by the tem- 
porary and by the permanent works, but the only 
one suggested is that pointed out by Lord Westbury, 
which makes the claim stronger and not weaker in the 
case of the temporary works. It ought also to be 
gemembered that in order to arrive at this startling re- 
sult the Lord Chancellor was compelled to overrule 
Witkes’s case, 2 Bing. N. ©. 281, which has been law 
since 1835, where au action was actually maintained for 
this very class of damage. That case has never been 
abjected to, except in these cases of compensation, where 
the point incidentally arises. It has been the law in 
this country for more than thirty years, it has been 
quoted with approval in America, and is stated in 
Sedgwick on Damages to lay down what is now the 
law in the American courts. The objection to this case 
is founded entirely on the doctrine of remoteness of 
damage, a doctrine unsatisfactory in many of its applica- 
tions, especially to actions of tort, and in none more so 
than in this, For it must be remembered that in the 
question whether an action is maintainable for the ob- 
struction of a highway there is no question of the 
existence of the right or wrong involved. It is merely a 

“question of the appropriate remedy for enforcing the 
right and redressing the wrong. If the damage sus- 
tained is common to all the Queen's subjects, then it is 
the business of anyone who complains to proceed by in- 
dictment, and get the obstruction removed for the benefit 
of others as wellas himself. if, however, he hassustained 
fome particular damage he may sue to recoverit, Surely 
if the value of a man’s property to let or to sell is 
diminished, that is damage particular to him and not 
common to all the Queen’s subjects, for which, there- 
fore, he ought to be allowed to bring an action, And if 
he does not happen to want to let or sell his property, 
but occupies it himself in its less valuable state, making 
less profit out of it than he would have done but for the 
Obstruction, the damage he has sustained is quite as 
much peculiar to himself and as little shared by the rest 





of the Queen’s subjects. Nor does the damage seem to 
be at all more remote in the one case than in the other. 

We think that all persons who are in the habit of re- 
ferring to the cases quoted in judgments which they 
read, or who are acquainted with the particular cases 
here referred to, will be somewhat surprised at the pro- 
minence given by the Lord Chancellor and Lord Cran- 
worth to the case of The King v. The London Dock Com- 
pany, 5A. & E. 163. That case was not only, as they 
both incidentally remark, decided upon a stetute differ- 
ently worded from the Railway Clauses Act, but the de- 
cision was expressly founded on that form of expression 
which constitutes the most important difference. The 
Dock Act contemplated that what was authorised to be 
done would not cause damage, but provided that if, con- 
trary to expectation, damage was done, compensation 
should be paid. This, said the Court, shows that there 
was to be no compensation for such damage as must 
necessarily be done, and must have been foreseen. The 
Railway Clauses Act, on the other hand, contemplates 
that damage will be done, directs that as little as possible 
shall be done, and says that what is done is to be paid 
for. The Lord Chancellor says that in Zhe King v. The 
London Docks it was held that the consequential damage 
was too remote to be the subject of an action. In fact, 
any one who reads the end of the judgment will see 
that just the contrary was held, viz., that the conse- 
quence was so direct and immediate as to be necessarily 
legalised by the Act of Parliament. 

We think, therefore, that it would have been much 
more satisfactory if the House of Lords had decided that 
Ricket might have maintained an action forthe injury 
and depreciation in value of his property, and that on 
this ground he was entitled to compensation. We say 
depreciation in value, for we see no difference between 
temporary depreciation by temporary works and perma- 
nent depreciation by permanent works. One is a diminu- 
tion of value let, the other of value to sell. 

It will be noticed that, while the Lord Chancellor says 
that Ricket could not have maintained an action aéall, 
Lord Cranworth only says that if he could, it would not 
have been for an injury to his property, but to himself as 
occupier. There may, therefore, yet be some uncer- 
tainty whether Wilkes’s case (udi sup) is overruled. 

We think we have said enough about this case to jus- 
tify our proposition that the interference of the Legisla- 
ture is peremptorily called for, in order to put this 
branch of the law in a more satisfactory condition. We 
must defer to another occasion our observations on the 
nature and extent of the interference called for. 





AN EPITOME OF RAILWAY LEGISLATION.—II. 

The rapidly increasing number of railway Acts, which 
more than doubled itself between the years 1845 and 1846, 
reaching near 300 in the latter year, convinced the 
House of Lords, as it already had the House of Commens, 
that for dealing with the initial steps of what now 
showed itself to be a settled branch of industry in the 
country, a more judicial system was necessary. The 
House of Commons had appointed examiners of standing 
orders, and in 1848 the former practice of the House of 
Lords, of leaving questions arising out of compliance 
with the standing orders to be dealt with by the com- 
mittee on the bill was abolished, anda general committee, 
consisting of forty peers, was appointed to decide all such 
questions. 

A further consequence of the great and sudden exten- 
sion of the system, for which above 130 millions of capital 
were authorised to be raised in 1846, was a Parliamentary 
investigation of the accounts of companies ; a committee 
of the Lords in 1849 made recommendations which, 
although some of them were embodied in a bill and did 
not become law, are yet of such importance as to merit 
attention. They proposed that there should bea uniform 
regulated account for all companies, embracing, first, a 
statement of all the powers granted for raising money, 
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and the undertakings to which they were applicable, the 
manner in which the money had beer obtained, the 
securities issued, and the amount paid, and the balance 
of powers unexhausted ; secondly, a capital account, show- 
ing how the money had been disbursed ; thirdly, an ac- 
count of the ordinary income and expenditure. The 
committee also recommended that there should be an un- 
restrained right of inspection by the shareholder, and pro- 
duction of accounts, under a penalty ; that the auditors, 


without any restriction to select them from among the 


shareholders, should have power to inquire into the whole 
financial condition of the company, and that one Govern- 
ment auditor should act with the company’s auditors. 
So far as regards the borrowing powers, and the loan 
capital and securities, the Act of last session for registra- 
tion in these matters, did, in a general way, carry out the 
views of the committee. 

The development of which we have spoken also com- 
pelled the companies to come to an understanding with 
one another on their position as carriers over the lines 
with which they came in contact. The institution which 
had been begun by a few of the narrow gauge companies 
in 1847, was formed, with a central office in London, to 
regulate the interchange of traffic, in the accounts and 
division of receipts, to keep record of the movement of 
waggons and carriages from line to line, and to classify 
merchandise and separate the mileage rate from the 
terminal charges. This was the Clearing House. In 
1850 Parliament recognised it by an Act of incorporation, 
enabling the body to sue and be sued, and enacted that 
any company might join or retire at a month’s notice, 
and might be compelled to retire at the request of two- 
thirds of the companies. Each company sends a delegate, 
and the delegates constitute a committee, with power to 
adjust all accounts by the vote of the majority, which is 
conclusive. Any balance found due from a company is 
a debt to the committee, for the recovery of which a 
remedy is conferred by the Act. The entries of the com- 
mittee proceedings are received in evidence in a suit 
against a company which is a member of the “ house.” 

The extensive amalgations which took place about this 
time caused a gradual tendency towards an apportion- 
ment of the country into railway districts, and continual 
parliamentary contests went on between the larger com- 
panies for lines to penetrate into each other’s districts, 
and between new and existing companies. In 1853 the 
principles of amalgamation were considered by a com- 
mittee, who suggested that it should be discouraged, and 
that it was preferable to have working arrangements 
between the companies, which would be subject to 
revision after limited periods. But the committees to 
which the particular bills were referred continued to act 
on their own judgment in each case, and the three fol- 
lowing years saw the amalgamation of the North Eastern 
lines, the Lancashire and Yorkshire with the East Lan- 
cashire, and the Great Western with the Shrewsbury 
lines. 


The committee of 1853 also recommended improve- 
ments in the means of dealing with railway bills, and 
that there should be some general legislation. While their 
attempt to guide committees in deciding on the merits 
of bills failed, Parliament, in’ consequence of their 
recommendations of general legislation, passed the Traffic 
Act of 1854, which provides for the equal treatment of 
traffic, without preference or favour, and for reasonable 
facilities by companies in forwarding traffic where lines 
are continuous, or the terminus of one is near the station 
of another. The Act also gives a summary remedy, by 
application to the Court of Common Pleas, which has 
proved very useful against companies infringing its 
enactments. A limit is put to the liability of companies 
in conveying horses and cattle ; and special contracts are 
to be reasonable on the part of companies. 

There was no fruit of a further recommendation of the 
committee of 1853, to secure the safety of the public by 
fixing greater responsibility on the officers of railway 
companies, in respect of accidents that had prevailed. 





Bee 
Probably Parliament considered that the strongest check 
on companies was their liability to damages in a court 
of law in each case, the average on all the railways for: 
compensation for injury to passengers being nearly two. 
per cent. of the whole working expenditure. 

Privilege gave way before the pressure on private bil} 
legislation in the Commons at the beginning of a session, 
In 1858 the House agreed to a standing order that it 
would not insist on its privileges with regard to 
clauses in private bills seit down from the Lords which 
referred to tolls and charges for services performed and 
not in the nature of a tax; since which the proceedings. 
on private bills have commenced in either House, as has: 
been found most convenient. 

In 1859 was passed the Arbitration Act, enabling com.. 
panies to submit their existing and future differences to. 
that mode of adjudication. 

The large number of bills which continued annually 
to come before Parliament, as well as complaints respeot- 
ing the length and costliness of the proceedings in con- 
tested cases, and of the want of uniformity in the deci. 
sions, again led to the appointment of committees in 
1868. Various proposals for some new form of tribunal 
were brought forward unsuccessfully, but on a recom- 
mendation of the extension of the principle of the Con- 
solidation Acts of 1845 the Railway Companies Powers. 
Act and the Railways Construction Facilities Act (27°& 
28 Vict. cc. 120 and 121) were passed. Companies may, 
by the Powers Act, make agreements with one another 
for the maintenance, management, and use of their lines. 
and stations. By the Construction Act the Board of 
Trade may give power to construct a railway when all 
the landowners consent, and when no railway or canal 
company objects in the prescribed manner; the pro- 
moters, if more than seven, are to be incorporated by the 
Board of Trade, with power to raise capital and take tolls 
and charges within the maximum in the schedule. 
Although this Act has been rendered toa great extent 
inoperative by the provision respecting objection by other 
companies, it is important in the theory of legislation, as 
being the first attempt by Parliament to reduce the tolls 
and charges to a uniform system. 

In 1865 a bill was brought in by the President of the 
Board of Trade on a subject which eludes the notice of 
the general public, while it operates as a heavy weight 
on them. Included in a company’s ordinary charge for 
carriage is an undistinguished terminal charge for load- 
ing, unloading, &c., at each end of the line, of 4s. per 
ton for the country and 8s. 6d. for London. The bill, 
which proposed several general enactments, also provided 
that, in addition to the charge for carriage, “ reasonable”, 
charge for loading, &e., should: be payable ; it was brought 
in again last session, but did not pass. 

Various bills have been introduced in order to render 
compulsory some precise system of working railways, 
such as having communication between passengers and 
guards, but none of them have become law. 

The borrowing powers: of companies began to bea 
troublesome subject to the Legislature even at the early 
time when only about fifty railway bills were passed in 
the year. In 1844 there had: already been issued a large 
class of what were called loan notes, in excess of borrow- 
ing powers, so that it became necessary to enact that any 
company issuing a note for money advanced, otherwise 
than under the authority of an Act, is to forfeit to the 
Queen a sum equal to the sum in the note. But there 
were other obligations which this Act did not touch, 
respecting which a committee of the Lords in 1864 stated 
that directors, without consulting the shareholders, and 
without the knowledge of the statutory debenture- 
holders, incurred obligations to a large amount for debts 
contracted other than for cash advances ; that the holders 
could sue on them ; and the question between them and 
the statutory debenture holders was only one of more of 
less diligence. These obligations, unanthorised by statute, 
but warranted by the common law, are, we need. 
say, the redoubtable Lloyd’s Bonds.. 
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The committee of 1864 saw no remedy against the 
jssue of Lloyd’s Bonds, beyond taking from the creditors 
the right to seize the stock and stop the traffic of the 
company. This the Railway Companies’ Bil] of the 
present session proposes to effect. It provides that where 
judgment is recovered against a company whose railway, 
or part thereof, is open for public traffic, in an action on 
a contract entered into after the 31st of October, 1867 
(for supply of goods, loan of money on mortgage or bond, 

of land, or other purpose), the same shall not be 
enforceable by execution against the real or personal 
rty of the company. 

We have now given in brief epitome the history and 
development of Railway Legislation. The whole subject 
may be said to be now in a transition state. The object 
of this article being merely to summarize past legislation, 
it would be out of place to advert to the innovations now 
on the tapis; some of these have been already discussed 
in our columns, and others may form the theme of future 
notices. 








AN AMERICAN LAWYER IN ENGLAND.* 


By being in London one learns something about the 
administration of justice and the course of law reform 
which would seldom or never come to the knowledge of 
an American lawyer at home. But it is, after all, matter 
of surprise how very little of that which it is most im- 
portant to know in regard to English jurisprudence may 
not be fully understood by a careful study of the reports, 
and a diligent reading of the law journals, and the 
elementary treatises. And the very little that we do 
come more fully to understand by a closer inspection, or 





to understand differently, perhaps, from what we other- | 


wise should, cannot be regarded as altogether of unmixed 


For instance, one cannot feel quite the same venera- 
tion for the wisdom of a decision in the British court of 
last resort, that august tribunal, the House of Lords, after 
carefully watching the course of a trial there, that he 
would from merely reading and reflecting upon the 
subject. One naturally reflects upon a subject of that 
character with some reference to the vastness of the 
interests at stake, and comes to regard the character of 
the court which gives them their final shape and desti- 
nation, as important and weighty somewhat in proportion 
to the vastness or the insignificance of those interests in 
themselves. And men themselves, while sitting in the 
seat of justice, evoke greater and nobler powers of reflec- 
tion, discrimination, and judgment, as the demands for 
‘the exercise of such powers rise. Hence we very 
naturally expect the weight and dignity of the English 
House of Lords to rise above that of all other judicial 
tribunals, in proportion as the vastness and variety of 
‘the questions finally determined by it are higher and 
greater than those of almost any other court. But when 
we come to view it with the naked eye of sense, we feel 
‘greatly in danger of losing the ordinary standard of 
‘weight and measurement. To an American it has very 
much the appearance of a trial before a committee of the 

usiature, with even less form and ceremony, if possible. 
It is true that lookers-on approach with something more 
of reserve, They meet more public men and more 
subordinate officers, and at first blush there is more of 
authority and solemnity in the going forward of the 

g- But this, so far as any undue reserve is con- 
cerned, is rather apparent than real. For the moment 
one breaks through the crust of this official reserve, he 
finds himself accepted in the fullest and most cordial 
manner, and thereafter really treated with more watch- 
fulness of attention, and less of official hauteur than 

t anywhere else ; so that alll one needs, in such 
cases, is the proper introduction to secure the fullest and 
most considerate attention ; or, if he choose to float along 
with the mass of spectators, and to conform to the mere 


* From the American Eaw Register, an article contributed by 





the Hon. Isaac F, Redfield, late Chief Justice of Vermont. 


outward conventionality, which is by far the readiest and 
most successful mode of finding out the exterior of 
judicial procedure everywhere, there will not be the 
slightest obstacle to standing all day in the purlieus of an 
English court of justice, or sitting indeed, if one can only 
find room—and a chair or seat to sit upon. 

[After describing the architecture, &c., of the House of 
Lords in terms of high encomium, the writer pro- 
ceeds :-—] 

At the time I watched an argument there for a few 
minutes, the present Attorney-General, Sir John Rolt, was 
discussing a Scottish appeal in his usual quiet manner 
through an opening towards the law lords, which seemed 
very like a window. The presiding law lord on that oc- 
casion was the twice Lord Chancellor, Uranworth, a name 
almost as familiar as any other in America. The Lord 
Chancellor, Chelmsford, for some reason was not able to 
sit that day. My Lord Cranworth was supported on his 
right by Lord Westbury, thé late Lord Chancellor . .. . 
There was every reason to feel that the case was receiving 
a very patient examination both by Court and counsel. 
The papers were very voluminous, all being in print, and 
bound in volumes, and referred to by counsel by the page, 
when the law lords would very deliberately turn to the 
place, and after listening to the suggestions of counsel, 
suggest their own difficulties or doubts and obtain such 
relief as might be in the power of the advocate to give. 

There is one featurein all English courts, so far as we 
have observed, which is worthy of all commendation ; 
and it is one which we do not always witness in the 
American courts to the same extent. We mean the 
entire absence of all apparent anxiety to bend the deci- 
sion to meet any preconceived theory, either of politics, 
religion or morals, or even of philosophy. . In other words, 
it is a seeming indifference to the present popular senti- 


‘ment. We say the present popular sentiment, because 





we do not intend to intimate that a judge, any more than 
any other man, should attempt to educate himself up to 
the point of absolute indifference to a wise, far-seeing, 
and just public opinion ; or that he can, if he would, feel 
entirely indifferent to that just boon of a good name and 
fame, which is the inevitable concomitant of worthy ac- 
tions worthily performed. All we mean is, that a judge, 
as well as ary other public man, or private man indeed, 
who in all that be says, and all that he does, is measuring 
himself and his conduct by the low standard of present 
public opinion, is not likely to accomplish any very 
heroic deed, or to initiate any very permanent or valuable 
reforms, either in legislation or general jurisprudence. 
We can comprehend well enough that even this low 
standard of judicial action is not the very lowest. There 
are still many lower depths unexplored we trust, as yet, 
by any American judicial officer of high grade, and which, 
unfortunately for the credit of the mother country, and 
fortunately for the warning of her offspring, have figured 
but too prominently at different periods in English history. 
We feel entirely sensible that even a judge, who struggles 
all his life to keep in with popular sentiment, must be re- 
garded as an amiable and kind-hearted man, if nothing 
more. We certainly could not regard such a man asin any 
sense a bad man. He could not be classed either with 
Jeffries or Scroggs, and certainly not with Lord Bacon or 
his more recent imitators. 

But one must be either very short-sighted or very 
timid who cannot rise above such a standard. A judge 
who feels that his highest and noblest aims are centred 
in making himself a reputation, either present or future, 
is certainly not worthy of the very highest degree of 
public confidence. One may, indeed, act from far lower 
ayd base motives. He may be a mere blind partisan ; 
he may have espoused certain theories of philosophy, or 
politics, or religion, with such intense zeal, that he will 
in the end be in danger of becoming morbid upon the 
subject, and, with the best intentions, he may become 
incapable of seeing any good, or any rights, out of that 
particular line of thought which he may have espoused. 
And we conceive it possible for a very well-meaning 
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judge, and one of large capacity, originally, and of very 
considerable attainments, to become so perverted by 
partisanship as to be really incapable of viewing any 
subject, except through a false or perverted medium. 
There is no doubt great danger, in periods of great 
political or partisan heat, that in regard to questions 
affecting large and fundamental interests in govern- 
mental and social relations, something of this kind may 
sometimes occur, even in discussions and decisions before 
or by the gravest judicial tribunals. We do not know 
that such things are likely to occur in the American 
judicial tribunals of last resort, in regard to the vast 
and almost illimitable public interests now so much in 
agitation. We hope itis notso; and that there is no 
danger in that direction. Some things have occured, 
within the last few years, especially in the decisions of 
the national tribunal of last resort, tending very strongly 
to show that there is really there no danger of this 
character, and that those, if any such there be, who 
believe, or affect to believe, that the judicial tribunals of 
the country should be subordinated to the voice of the 
numerical popular majority, are not likely to find sup- 
port or countenance in the conduct of the judges 
themselves. We hope this may be so. We believe it 
will prove so. We know that the legislative 
power of a nation is almost supreme, and that it may 
seem for a time quite irresistible. But the formative 
power of a wise, an able, and an upright court of last 
resort, in a quiet and impressive manner, wields a force 
ten times as powerful as it is possible for any legislative 
power to put forth, and one that is ten thousand times 
more efficient either for good or for evil. Those men, if 
if any such there be, who desire to break the power, or 
check the independence of that conservative and life- 
giving tribunal, in the sustaining of law and order, and 
of every other interest dear to the true patriot,if they 
are at all aware of what they ask, and of the awful con- 
sequences of obtaining a full answer to their prayer, 
should be held up to the public indignation and scorn 
as the basest and vilest traitors to their country: such 
men, if they really comprehend what it is that they ask, 
should be classed among the wickedest of the fomentors 
of the late rebellion. But we do not suppose it possible 
for any man at all capable of estimating the awful conse- 
quences of breaking down the legitimate power of 
a pure and independent judiciary in a free country, 
to be base and degraded enough to desire any such 
thing. 

But, to return from this partial digression, it is certainly 
a very pleasant sight to sit in an English court and 
witness the entire absence of all rivalry, not only between 
the Court and the Bar, but apparently between the 
different members of the bar. Court and counsel alike 
seem to feel that every other consideration must be laid 
aside except that of reaching the absolute justice of the 
case. In this pursuit there is observable a quietness in 
the course of the arguments of counsel, and especially in 
the conversational discussions between the Court and 
the counsel, which cannot fail far more effectually to 
enable each to see the other’s views, difficulties and doubts, 
than if the same were had in a spirit of controversy and 
cpposition, and with a disposition occasionally apparent 
in our own country, to show the spectators the superiority 
of the Bench over the Bar. Nothing could more effectually 
belittle the Court, without in the same degree elevating 
the Bar. A truly great judge is never jealous of any 

one, and least of all of his bar, which is his brightest 
crown, the very jewels of his judicial life. 

Bat this communication will be in danger of too great 
extension. The most important decision made in the 
English courts within the last few months, is that in the 
case of Gardiner v. The London, Chatham, and Dover Rail- 
way, 15 Weekly Reporter 325, by the Lords Justices in the 
Court of Chancery appeal, near the last of January. By 
this case it was determined that railway debentures in 
England, which are a mortgage of the “undertaking” 
in terms, do not create any specific lien upon any portion 





of the property itself belonging to the company, but only 
a right to receive the net earnings of the works, which 
includes all the rolling stock and fixtures as incidentj 
until the last is paid. But in the meantime the under. 


with all its incidents and accessories, remains under the 
management and controlof the officers of the corporation 
itself, or of trustees appointed by the parties, the Courts 
refusing to assume the responsibility of placing the. 
road, or the “undertaking,” as it is called in the Act. 
creating the debentures, under the management of itg 
own officers. This is a very important decision, and the 
cool, careful, and well-reasoned opinion of the present 
Lord Justice Cairns, who has since been promoted, at. 
the early age of less than fifty, to the House of Lords, 
by special patent, will repay patient perusal and study, 
and may possibly lead to very important modifications of 
the present views in America in regard to the 
rights created by railway mortgages and preferred 
ne i ee ‘i 

We were present a few days since in the Court of 
Divorce and Matrimonial Causes, during the argument 
and the summing up of the Court to the jury, in the im- 
portant cause of Wighfv. Wight and Field. . ... 
We were especially and favourably impressed with the: 
quiet conversational tone of the leading counsel, Sir 
Robert Collier, late Solicitor-General, and Dr. Spinks, 
Q.C., and the especial fairness and freedom from all 
parade or attempt at oratorical effect of the charge given 
to the jury by the learned judge, Sir J. P. Wilde. We 
noticed with especial gratification that the English: 
judges address the jury sitting, the jury also remaining 
in the same position. We have long regarded this as 
the only mode in which a case could be fairly presented 
to a jury by the Court, and practised it during most of 
our own long period of service in that capacity, but we 
believe this is rather an exceptional mode of proceeding 
in the American courts, and, as far as we know, as a 
general rule, is confined to New Hampshire,* where the 
change occurred, at an early day; by the embarrassment 
of one of their ablest Chief Justices, the late Jeremiak 
Smith, in delivering his first charge to the jury, which: 
proceeded so far as to compel the judge to resume his 
seat and to request the jury to do the same, when he: 
continued his charge in a very able and satisfactory 
manner, never after attempting to address the jury 
standing, and this precedent thus accidentally intro- 
“duced soon became general in that state, and has so con- 
tinued ever since. It also exists in some portions of 
Vermont, but not universally. But on the occasion to 
which we refer, the learned judge continued his instruc- 
tions to the jury for more than an hour in the most 
quiet and conversational mode. 





RECENT DECISIONS. 
EQUITY. 
PAYMENT OF PURCHASE-MONEY INTO COURT. 
Pope v. Great Eastern Railway Company, V. C. W., 1% 
ss ’ 
However reasonable it may appear that, in the absence of 
special agreement on the subject, a purchaser of land in pos- 
session should not be allowed to retain it and his purchase 








* An editorial note of the American Law pn ee suggests 
that the writer is here mistaken, and that the habit of stand 
while charging the jury is peculiar and local to the New E 
courts, even if it obtain in all of those. The note proc ose 
“We have the authority of a distinguished bi hg, of the 
Supreme Court of New Jersey for saying that when he was & 
junior at the bar, it was the general custom for the judge to rise 


disuse. The only occasion upon which a Pennsylvania j 
stands is while pronouncing sentence of death, and we think 
undignified novelty of the folge’s rising to charge a jury wo 








be resented alike by the bench and bar of that state, as savo 
far too much of advocacy rather than judicial serenity.” 


taking, which is but another name for all the works . 


in addressing the grand jury, but even that has since fallen into. 
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money too, the rnle is that not only the vendor wishing 
to enforce the contract cannot deprive him of possession, 
a course which it must be admitted would be somewhat 
at variance with that object, but cannot obtain payment 
of the unpaid purchase-money into Court, provided that 
the possession is consistent with the contract, unless the 


purchaser has accepted the title, when he will be re- 
quired either to pay the money or give up possession, 
or is causing some serious deterioration of the estate 
which, if continued, would prejudice the vendor’s lien, 
in which case such alteration will not be allowed, 
and payment into court will be directed. Sir Thomas 
Plumer, in Clarke v. Elliott, 1 Madd. 606, one of the 
numerous cases on this subject, which arose about 
the end of the Peninsular war, and may be traced to 
the financial position of the country at that time, assigns 
as a reason for refusing this summary remedy, that, if 
the purchase-money were paid into court, the vendor 
would relax in his exertions to complete the title, and 
that supposing no good title made, it would be very 
inconvenient for the purchaser to have to recover in- 
terest on his purchase money by an action at law. 
The vendor, moreover,as we may assume that he will 
not be negligent enough to part with the deeds, retains 
a safe charge on the property by way of lien, and the only 
danger incurred is that this may be insufficient to satisfy 
arrears of interest. The loss arising from the delay in 
payment when the rate of discount is high and the money 
could be profitably invested, is one to which he is 
equally exposed in the case of the money being paid into 
court, and although a purchaser not unfrequently finds 
it more advantageous in such astate of the money market 
to risk the costs of a suit for specific performance, we do 
not see how this hardship on the vendor can be prevented 
without imposing some corresponding hardship on the 
purchaser. 


CoPYRIGHT—CuSsTOM OF TRADE. 
Strahan v. Graham, V.C.M., 15 W. B., 487. 

We notice this case, not on account of any novelty in 
the law enunciated in it, but in order to remind our readers 
of some pointsin the law of copyright not without in- 
terest in the present age of magazines, collected essays, 
and other joint-stock literary enterprises, with more or 
less limited liability. Before the passing of Talfourd’s 
Act (5 & 6 Vict. c. 45), neither author nor publisher 
could secure a copyright in a fragment or portion of a 
book or serial publication, and the most valuable contri- 
butions to works like the Encyclopedia Metropolitana 
might have been reprinted and circulated with impunity. 
Section 18 of that Act secures to the publisher as against 
the public a copyright in articles in serials (if composed 
by persons employed by him on the terms that the copy- 
right should be his and paid for by him) during the 
author’s life and for seven years after his death, or for 
an absolute period of forty-two years, whichever shall be 
the longer, with a proviso, that after twenty-eight years 
have expired, the right of publishing the article in a 
separate form shall revert to the author, and that during 
those twenty-eight years the publisher shall not publish 
the article separately or singly without the author’s con- 
sent, We may observe, in passing, that there are 
grounds for supposing that payment for the article by 
the publisher is a condition precedent to his right of 
uction under the Act. If this be the case, it is obvious 
that articles published in newspapers, and, indeed, 
without professing any special acquaintance with Grub- 
street, we entertain little doubt that many other literary 
contributions are practically unprotected. Leaving this 
question for future decision, we understand the effect of 
the statute to be, that during the twenty-eight years the 
right of republication, singly or separately, is in the 
publisher, but not exerciseable without the consent 
of the author, and that after the expiration of the 
twenty-eight years, for the further time allowed by the 
Act, the right of such publication vests in the author or 





his representatives, but that; as between the author and 
publisher, these rights will be subject to any express or 
implied condition or reservation. In The Bishop of Here- ‘ 
ford v. Grifin, 10 Sim. 190, an attempt was made to 
prove a custom by which, in the absence of special provi- 
sion, an article contributed for a particular work belonged ~ 
to the publisher for all purposes, but no sufficient evidence 
was given of such a custom. An attempt has been made 
in Strahan v. Graham to prove a somewhat similar cus- 
tom with regard to photographs (made the subject of 
copyright by 25 & 26 Vict. c. 68), viz., that a publisher 
purchasing photographs for the illustration of a particular 
article or series of articles in a magazine may use the 
photographs in a re-publication of such article or articles 
in aseparate form ; but, although there was an express 
reservation in the contract which the Vice-Chancellor 
considered sufficient, he seems to have been of opinion 
that no such custom was proved. 
Unless, therefore, a custom has grown up in the pablish- 
ing trade since Bishop of Hereford v. Griffin, publishers 
and persons making literary or artistic contributions to 
magazines should take care that an express agreement is 
made as to re-publication of such contributions separately. 
Otherwise, in the one case, the advantage of the illustra- 
tions might be lost for the separate publication, and in 
the other case, the author and publisher ditfering, no 
separate publication could be hadatall. It was obviously 
very unsatisfactory to the publisher of the London 
Journal, wishing to give increased circulation to a popu- 
lar novel which had appeared in that journal, to find as 
he did in the case of Smith v. Johnson, 12 W. R. 122, that 
he could only do so by re-publishing the back numbers uf 
that magazine containing such novel, with all their 
miscellaneous contents and advertisements. 


DEED SET ASIDE AGAINST A PURCHASER WITHOUT 
NOTICE. 
Lee vy. Angas, V. C.8., 15 W. R. 119. 

We are not surprised at the decision in the above case, 
the Vice-Chancellor’s views on the subject having been 
clearly expressed in the previous cases of Vorley v. Cooke, 
1 Giff. 230, and Ogilvie v. Jeaffreson, 2 Giff. 353, 8 W. R. 
745; but we should like to see the question brought be- 
fore the Court of Appeal. The result of those cases may 
best be stated in the following passage from the judgment 
in the former :—“ If the solemnities of signing, sealing 
and delivering are tainted with imposture and deceit, 
these solemnities cease to have a binding effect; and the 
instrument to which they have been fraudulently applied 
cannot be the act and deed of him who had no mind or 
intention to execute such an instrument, and who ap- 
plied these solemnities on a false representation of the 
nature of the deed, and with the mind and intention to 
execute a deed of a different kind and for a different pur- 
pose from that which by deceit and fraud was substi- 
tuted ;” to which we may add the obvious and admitted 
consequence that such evidence might be given under a 
plea of non est factum. In Lee v, Angas the plaintiff, one 
of two sisters, tenants in common of an estate, was in- 
duced to execute a deed mortgaging her share to the de- 
fendant on the representation of her solicitor, who was 
also solicitor for the defendant, that it was only a renewal 
of a mortgage on her sister’s share in order to pay off 
the mortgage, and that, her sister being absent, her exe- 
cution of the deed was required. The Vice-Chancellor, 
following his previous decisions, held that the deed passed 
no estate to the defendant, although he had advanced his 
money without notice. We confess that we are unable 
to see the justice of this decision, or to discover the rule 
of law by which it and the passage we have cited from 

‘orley v. Cooke are supported. Referring to Comyn’s 
Digest, Tit. Fuit. (B.), we find, amongst others, the fol- 
lowing two propositions:—1. “It is not necessary that a 
deed be read before sealing and delivery, for if the party 
executes it without hearing or desiring that it may be 
read, yet it binds him.” 2. “If an illiterate man exe- 
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cutes a deed which is falsely read, or the sense declared 
different from the truth, it does not bind him, whether 
the person reading be a party to whom the deed is given 
or a stranger. 

Now it certainly did not appear in evidence that the 
mortgagor in Lee v. Angas was illiterate, and we have 
never heard that among the disabilities attaching by 
law to the female sex is a presumed incapability of 
understanding the contents of a deed. No doubt the 
deed was one which could have been set aside by 
the plaintiff as against anyone cognisant of the solici- 
ter’s fraud, and if there had been anything unusual on 
the face of the deed, so as to affect the defendant with 
notice of the fraud according to the rule in Kennedy v. 
Green, 3 Myl. & K. 699, as against him also, but even 
on that rule, now well settled, Lord St. Leonards has 
observed that it seems a good answer to the argument 
that the mortgagee would have discovered the fraud 
had he looked at the deed, that the plaintiff should have 
taken the tronble to read the deed himself before he ex- 
ecuted it. 

Assuming then that Angas was a purchaser for a 
value without notice, the question really was whether he 
had or not the legal estate, precisely the same that 
would have been argued on a plea of non est factum, and 
on this point we cannot agree with the Vice-Chancellor. 

This assumption, however, cannot be made without 
proof of authority from the plaintiff to her solicitor, 
to receive the purehase-money, in the absence of which 
(see Viney v. Chaplin, 2 D. & J. 466) Angas would not 
be a purchaser, and the legal estate would be of no 
avail to him. It seems to us, therefore, that the case 
has been rightly decided, but on wrong grounds, and we 
Only add that our researches have led us to two conclu- 
sions: first, that a person seeking to set aside a deed ex- 
ecuted by him should file his bill in the above branch of 
the court; and, secondly, that considering the great op- 
portunities for fraud of the above kind, it is creditable 
to — profession that the authorities on the subject are 
80 few. 





COMMON LAW. 
Hyams v. Webster, 15 W. B., Q. B., 619. 


Various questions have from time to time arisen as to 
the precise nature of the liability incurred by a contrao- 
tor taking up, or altering, or repairing, &c., public roads. 
As a general rule, where the work is properly authorised, 
he can only be held liable for any injuries to goods or 
property that may result from the state of a road under 
repair, if he has been guilty of some negligence. If he 
has taken all usual and proper precautions to avoid the 
occurrence of accidents he cannot be held liable to com- 
pensate for the damage that the state of the road may 
occasion. 

- In Hyams v. Webster it was contended that the duty 
of a contractor who constructs a sewer under a highway 
is not terminated on the finishing of the sewer and the 
reinstating of the road, but that he must watch to 
observe if there is any subsidence or other result from 
the works which may be detrimental to the road, and 
repair such subsidence, &c., from time to time. The de- 
fendant in this action was a contractor under the Metro- 
politan Board of Works, and he properly constructed a 
sewer under a highway, and then filled in the ground 
and reinstated the road, and in so doing used the usual 
means, and, in short, was not guilty of any negligence. 
The road subsequently subsided in consequence of the 
construction of the sewer, but it appeared in evidence at 
the trial that some such subsidence always takes place 
after works of that nature. The plaintiff brought this 
action against the contractor to recover compensation for 
the effects of a fall which was caused by the stumbling 
of the plaintiff’s horse in a hole in the road in question. 
The only point in issue was whether the contractor was 
under a legal duty to keep the road from subsiding after 
he had done all that was possible to reinstate it after the 





very important in its purely legal aspect, but 

much work in the streets of London is done every 

by contractors in the position of the defendant, it 
worth while to notice the case, as showing very wel] 
when such contractors may feel that they have fulfilled 
the duties cast upon them by the law. 


Gautreat v. Egerton and Others, 15 W, BR., C. P., 688, 

In commenting upon the case of Indermaur v. Dames, 
15 W. R. 434 (ante 814), we had to notice the liability 
of an occupier of land or buildings who invites a person 
to come upon his premises whilst they are in such a atate 
as to be dangerous to those unacquainted with the nature 
of the place. It willbe useful to compare Zndermaur y, 
Dames with Gautreat v. Egerton, and to examine the 
difference of the liability incurred by the respective defen- 
dants in these two cases, In the latter case the action 
was brought for compensation for the injury sustained 
by a person who had been allowed by the defendants 
to cross their land, in consequence of the dangerous state 
into which the defendants had allowed their land to fall, 
It was held, on demurrer to a declaration setting out in 
effect these facts, that no duty on the part of the defen- 
dants towards the person injured was disclosed, and, there- 
fore, that the declaration was bad as not showing any 
cause of action. There were several decisions more or 
less in point which governed this case, and on this ac 
count it is not a very important decision, but we notice 
it here simply as illustrating what has already been said 
in discussing Indermaur v. Dames as to the legal position 
of a mere licensee using premises by the permission of 
the owner without being invited or being under a 
contract so to do. 


Young v. Chalkey, 15 W. R., C. P., 743. 

Contracts in restraint of trade are void as being con- 
trary to public policy. If, therefore, A. were to promise 
B., even although it might be for a good consideration 
and by deed, that he would not carry on any trade at all in 
England, such promise would not bind A. because the law 
would not enforce it. It would not be a valid contract. - 
Many exceptions to this rule have, however, been intro- 
duced and it has been decided that a contract in partial 
restraint of trade may be valid and binding if for a good 
consideration and reasonable; contracts of this kind are 
often made, and it is very usual to insert a provision in 
them thatif the prohibited trade is carried on a certain 
sum shall be paid by the person carrying it on by way 
of penalty or as liquidated damages. In Young v. 
Chalkey there was a contract of the defendant not to 
carry on a particular trade on his own account or for 
any other person within a certain district “under & 
penalty or forfeiture of £20.” The defendant began to 
carry on the prohibited trade and the plaintiff commenced 
an action against him and by his declaration claimed un- 
liquidated damages and an injunction. The defendant 
allowed judgment to go by default, and the damages 
were subsequently assessed at £20. The plaintiff then 
applied to the Court on motion to restrain the defendant 
by injunction from carrying on the trade any longer. 
The plaintiff contended that, although he had recovered 
damages against the defendant to the full amount of the 
penalty stipulated for, yet the defendant was not entitled 
to continue his trade. The Court, however, refused the 
rule, holding that the plaintiff was not entitled to re- 
cover the penalty and also to claim the prohibition. If, 
therefore, it should be desired, after this decision, to enter 
into a contract to restrain anyone from carrying on & 
trade under a penalty, it will be necessary, in order to 
be able to recover the penalty as well as to obtain the 
prohibition by injunction, to insert express words to this 
effect in the contract. 
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Foster v. Mackreth, 15 W.R., Ex., 747, 

One Tucker, who was a member of a firm of attorneys, 
gave the plaintiff in this action a cheque drawn by Tucker 
in the name of the firm. The cheque was dated the 20th 
of July, but was given to the plaintiff on the 13th of 
July. The defendant was a partner of Tucker’s in the 
game firm of attorneys, and the plaintiff sued him upon 
this cheque. The plaintiff was not guilty of any fraud 
in the transaction. The defence set up was that the de- 
fendant was not bound by the act of Tucker in giving this 
cheque to the plaintiff. The defendant had not in any 
way in fact authorized, and did not know of the giving 
of the cheque, aud it was not given for the benefit of the 
defendant or for the purposes of the partnership, but 
solely on account of Tucker himself. The liability there- 
fore of the defendant, depended entirely upon the au- 
thority which his parter possessed to bind him without any 
actual authority having been given by the defendant. It 
was admitted on the argument, that one member of a firm 
of attorneys has power to bind his partners by drawing 
cheques, as to do so is incidental to carrying on the 
ordinary avocations of an attorney. It was also admitted 
that there was no such power to bind the firm by drawing, 
accepting, or indorsing bills of exchange or promissory 
notes. The question here to be decided was whether a 
post-dated cheque, like the one in question, was to be 
considered as a cheque or as a bill of exchange. 
The Court decided that it was to be considered as 
a bill of exchange, saying “we think a post-dated 
cheque is in effect for all practical purposes a bill of 
exchange if it be deliberately and intentionally post- 
dated so as to make it bear the legal and practical 
effect of a bill of exchange at so many days date.” As the 
Court decided upon this ground it was not necessary to 
consider another question which otherwise might have 
arisen, viz., the effect of the revenue laws upon such an 
instrument as a post-dated cheque. This question is one 
of considerable difficulty, and depends upon the considera- 
tion of several statutes bearing upon the subject. The 
point arose a short time ago in the case of Austin v. 
Bunyard, 13 W. B., Q. B., 778, but the question then 
under consideration was not precisely the same as that 
which might have arisen in Foster v. Mackreth. In 
Austin y. Bunyard the plaintiff was the holder of a 
cheque which was post-dated when it was originally 
given, but which was not transferred to the plaintiff 
until the day of its date. It was there held that the 
cheque was not void in the plaintiff’s hands, and that 
he might recover upon it against the defendant, the 
drawer. This, of course, is no authority to show that 
under such circumstances as those in Foster v. Mackreth 
& cheque would be good in the hands of a person taking 
it knowing it to be post-dated. On the contrary, there 
appear to be strong grounds for thinking that in such 
a case the cheque would be entirely void, and that, 
therefore, no action could be maintained upon it by the 
person so receiving it, There is, however, no direct deci- 
sion upon the point, but the authorities upon the sub- 
ject are to be found in the cases cited in Austin v. Bun- 
—- the dicta contained in the judgments in 

case, 


Blackmore v. Yates, 15 W. R., Ex., 750. 

There has been so much trouble amongst railway 
companies lately that every decision which affects or 
involves a consideration of their powers is at present a 
Matter of much interest. The question what it is com- 
petent for a company to do, and what it may not do, or, 
in other words, what amounts to an act which is ultra 
vires, has often been discussed. Decisions upon questions 
such as these have perhaps most frequently been given 
when the dispute has been as to the power of the company 
to borrow money, but the same sort of question may arise 
in other ways. In Blackmore v. Yates it was argued 
that it was ultra vires for a railway company to 
assign by way of compromise the whole of the roll- 





ing stock to the plaintiff in an action pending against 
the company. The question arose somewhat. curiously. 
It was an interpleader suit to try the title to this rolling 
stock, which had been seized in execution by the defendant, 
a judgment-creditor of the company. The plaintiff claimed 
under an assignment by the company made to him whilst 
he was prosecuting an action against the company on a 
Lloyd’s bond given by them to one Piercy, and assigned 
by him to the plaintiff. The company compromised the 
action by making the assignment in question. The de- 
fendant contended that he was entitled to hold the 
rolling stock under his execution as the plaintiff’s claim 
was founded upon an act of no legal force or effect, viz., 
the assignment of the whole rolling stock of the railway 
company, which he argued was witra vires, as it neces- 
sarily tended to render the carrying of the business of a 
railway company, which was of course the sole object of 
the formation of the company, impossible of performance. 
The defendant also endeavoured at the trial to give 
evidence to show that the Lloyd’s bond sued upon by the 
plaintiff in his action against the company was void, and 
that, therefore, there was no consideration for the assign- 
ment of the rolling stock. The Court held that the 
plaintiff was entitled to the rolling stock. Kelly, C.B., 
said that, whatever may have been the circumstances 
under which the bond was originally given, still, as the 
plaintiff had “commenced an action upon it, and being 
in a condition to obtain judgment, and the company 
having consented to transfer the rolling stock to him 
without his carrying his action to a termination, the 
conveyance as between the parties was founded upon a 
good consideration.” The learned judges, however, ii 
delivering their judgments in favour of the plaintiff, 
guard themselves from laying it down as a rule of i:uw 
that an assignment of the whole rolling stock of a rai!- 
way company is not an act wltra vires. Kelly, C.B., 
expressly said: “I do not give any opinion as to the 
absolute right of a railway, under all circumstances, to 
assign the whole of the rolling stock whilst the railway 
is in operation; but I am of opinion that in this case the 
company were justified in doing so. . . Thecom- 
pany had the same right to give the rolling stock to the 
plaintiff, who, upon obtaining it, forewent the judgment 
he would otherwise have obtained, as the defendant 
would have had to take it in execution to satisfy his 
judgment.” This case, therefore, is only an authority to 
show that assignments of this kind may be upheld as 
being within the scope of the powers of a railway com- 
pany. It does not by any means decide that in all cases 
railway companies may make such assignments. 


Cowan v. Milbourn, 15 W. R., Ex., 750. 


This is one of those cases which every now and then 
shows us how far the feelings of the present time have 
outgrown the strict rules of law. In no department of 
our law is this more remarkable than in that which re- 
lates to religious observances. Blasphemy is still a 
crime, although the spirit of toleration which has hap- 
pily so much increased of late years has rendered any 
prosecution for offences of this nature very rare. The 
law, however, so far as it depends upon statutes or the 
principles of the common law as established by the re- 
ports of decided cases, still remains unaltered. It is only 
the disinclination of people generally to put the law in 
force which is any protection to those who speak or 
write against the Christian religion, the existence of a 
Deity, or openly maintain any of those propositions 
which are usually called blasphemous, The law on this 
subject is very well illustrated by the decision in Conran 
v. Milbourn. 

The defendant agreed to let certain rooms to the plain- 
tiff at Liverpool for certain meetings. After the agree- 
ment was made, the defendant discovered that the 
plaintiff iritended to deliver lectures, the subject of which 
were to be “The character and teaching of Christ—the 
former defective, the latter misleading; ” and “ The Bible 
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shown to be no more inspired than any other book, with 
a refutation of modern theories thereon.” In consequence 
of this information the defendant refused to complete 
the agreement, or to let the plaiutiff have possession of 
the rooms. The plaintiff brought the action for this 
breach of contract. The defence, of course, was, that as 
soon as the defendant knew of the nature of the lectures 
which the plaintiff proposed to deliver, he was not only 
entitled to rescind the contract, but was bound to do so. 
The Court held that this defence afforded an answer to 
the action, as the lectures would clearly have been illegal, 
not only by the common law, but by 9 & 10 Will. 3, c. 
32, s. 1, which makes it penal to “ deny the Christian re- 
ligion to be true, or the Holy Scriptures to be of Divine 
authority.” Bramwell, B., also pointed out that if the 
defendant had let the rooms knowing for what purposes 
they were to be used, he could not have recovered the 
rent, knowing of the illegality. The case seemed as clear 
as any case could very well be. The plaintiff wished to 
use the defendant’s premises for an unlawful purpose, 
and endeavoured in this action to compel the defendant 
to pay him compensation for the defendant’s refusal to 
allow his rooms to be so used. It is evident that the 
law could not aid the plaintiff in his endeavours to vio- 
late thelaw. But although this is clearly the law, it is 
rather surprising that it should be so when we remember 
the number of books which have been written during the 
last few years maintaining propositions not less blas- 
phemous than those which the plaintiff in Cowan v. 
Milbourn proposed to maintain. These books, which it 
is not necessary to particularise by name, but many of 
which must be well known to most of our readers, have 
been printed and published, criticised and reviewed, 
praised and blamed; but no one ever thought that 
their authors or translators were likely to be indicted 
for writing or translating them, or that the pub- 
lishers could not recover payment for their costs 
of publication. In these cases the fullest and most 
entire toleration has, in fact, been allowed; but in Cowan 
v. Milbourn the law was taken advantage of, and the 
plaintiff suffered. It is a pity that such a state of 
the law should be allowed to exist. If the laws against 
Blasphemy and offences of that nature are good, they 
ought to be steadily enforced; if bad, the law should be 
altered. It is opposed to all our notions of justice that 
every now and then an individual should be affected by 
these laws, which are usually allowed to remain in abey- 
ance. In making these remarks, we do not profess any 
sympathy with the plaintiff in Cowan v. Milbourn. His 
lectures would probably have given much pain to many 
persons, and could hardly be productive of good. Still 
less do we feel any sympathy with the subjects of the 
proposed lectures. This, however, does not affect what 
we have said, that a law ought to be steadily enforced, or 
it should be repealed. 

It is quite possible that the present state of the law 
might, under some circumstances, which might easily 
arise, be productive of a result much more to be regretted 
than that which occurred in this case, and it is to prevent 
such an event that we should like to see some alteration 
made which would bring the law more into harmony 
with the feelings and opinions of the great majority of 
those who are subject to it. 





REVIEWS. 

Prize Law. By Professor Katcuenovsky. Translated 
— the Russian by F. T. Pratt, D.C.L. Stevens & Sons. 
1867. 

The events of the last six ge have brought prominently 
before the notice of the Eng ish people the subject of Inter- 
national Law and especially that branch of it which relates 
to the rights and duties of belligerents and neutrals at sea. 
The breaking out of the American Civil War, the interruption 
of our commercial relations with that continent, and the 
blockade of the Southern coast, has forced us to consider the 


) from what was to us a comparatively novel point of view, 


that is from the position of neutrals, and not, as in the 
times of Lord Stowell and the old French war, of belligerents, 
What ill-feeling and misunderstanding these same questions 
have given rise to between two nations who are both in. 
terested in being at’ peace with each other, is fresh in the 


American Government for the depredations of the Alabama 
are still under consideration. 

Under these circumstances a work like the one new before 
us cannot fail to be interesting, and we owe our thanks to 
the translator for rendering M. Katchenovsky’s book acces- 
sible to English readers. The object of the author is to 
show that the law which affects belligerents and neutrals 
at sea is unsettled and unsatisfactory, that the rights of 
belligerents to search and capture neutral trading shi 
in most cases hardly and unjustly upon neutrals, and 
that it would be well if private property at sea were 
absolutely respected in. time of war, or, if this ig 
impracticable, at least that the harsh rules which 
at present exist should be softened and modified by 
the consent of all civilized nations. To prove his propo. 
sitions, the author has, we think, adopted the most ch. 
cacious method he could possibly have used; he has given 
a short but comprehensive sammary of the history of prize 
law, from the middle ages down to the present time; for 
certainly no argument in favour of an amendment of the 
present system, if system it can be called, can be stronger 
than a candid statement of what the system really is. In fact, 
notwithstanding numerous treatises, and the establishment 
in different countries of systematic prize courts, presided over 
in many instances by able and conscientious judges, prize law 
has varied excessively from time to time, and has received, 
and is still likely to receive, different constructions from 
different nations during the same war. The history 
of prize law shows very clearly that where duri 
any war the neutrals have remained powerful a 
independent, the belligerents have been forced to respect 
neutral rights, and to allow their operations against one 
another to interfere as little as sodaibhe with neutral com- 
merce ; but where, as in the case of the great French wat, 
the belligerents have been masters of the situation and the 
neutrals weak and dependent, the belligerents have been apt 
to disregard neutral rights and to stop all commerce which 
interfered with their operations against one another. In 
times like the present, where the commercial relations be- 
tween different countries are so vast and intricate, it is 
evident that any misunderstanding on the subject of prize 
law may involve two nations in quarrels with which they 
have no concern and which they may be sincerely anxious 
to avoid. We think with Mr. Katchenovsky, that it is high 
time that the civilized nations of the world should agree as 
to what their rights are, and as to how far neutral property 
should be held sacred ; and we hope with him, that the 
day is not far distant when a conga composed of com- 
petent representatives of the different nations, will meet 
together for the purpose of establishing international rights 
upon a firmer and more equitable basis, We strongly re- 
commend Mr. Katchenovsky’s able little work to all who are 
interested in bringing about such a result. 





The Law Magazine and Law Review, or Quarterly Journal 
of Jurisprudence. No. XLV., New Series, London: 
Butterworths 
Press of matter, and the number of topics demanding 

space and attention, has led to the current number of the 

Law Magazine and Review remaining thus long unnoticed, 

There is much in this number which is worth perusing, 

though we may not agree with all the conclusions 

arrived at or opinions expressed, We have not — 

to do more than icularize a single article, w 

is, we think,well worthy of attention. te is anarticle by 

Mr. Serjeant Pulling, upon “ Electoral Bribery and Cor- 

ruption.” We can, as our readers will suppose, 

indorse the writer’s disapprobation of the present system 
of election petitions as a wretchedly ineffectual machi- 
nery for detecting electoral corruption. 





The Law of Compensation under the Lands Clauses, Rail 
way Clauses Consolidation, and Metropolitan Acts, &. 
With a Full Collection of Forms and Precedents, By 

Erre Liorp, Esq., of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at 


Law. Loudon: Stevens & Haynes. 





questions of prize law and blockade, and to consider them 


This work will be useful as containing ina convenient 


memory of everybody, and the claims made upon us by the _ 
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compass @ very fairly arranged digest of the cases on the 
Jaw of compensation. : j 
We presume that the attainment of this end was the 
object which the writer had in view, for he does not print 
ith his work the Acts on which he comments, nor does 
he, except in one or two cases, incorporate into his text 
the words of the sections he refers to. This being the 
scope of the book, there is one omission which will, we 
think, considerably lessen its usefulness : there is no index 
of Acts of Parliament referred to, so that when it required 
to find the cases that may have been decided on any par- 
ticular section, recourse must be had to the general index. 
In the present case the general index appears on the 
the whole a good one, but, as must always be the case, 
it is frequently necessary to look under several possible 
headings before hitting upon the one which the author 
has happened touse. We have also noticed in one or two 
justances references given to three or four cases at the 
foot of the page, some of which illustrate the last propo- 
sition in the text and others a preceding one. On the 
whole, however, the work of digesting seems well done, 
and the subject is well divided into chapters, We find no 
notice of the provisions for the payment of compensation 
into court in cases of doubtful title, or for the applica- 
tion of it in such cases, This is, perhaps, owing to their being 
very few cases reported in reference. to these sections of 
the Act, and itis an illustration of what we have said, 
thet the book does not profess so much to give the law of 
compensation as the cases decided upon the law. Com- 
paring the work with Hodges on Railways, the present 
text book, we find it cheaper and more portable, and con- 
sequently, of course, less elaborate and exhaustive. It 
contains, however, the cases down to a period of about 
‘ten years later, and it gives some useful remarks upon 
the Metropolitan Local Management Acts, and the Thames 
Embankment Acts, which are not within the scope of 
Hodges on Railways. We anticipate for the book a consider- 
‘able sale, but those who purchase it must remember to 
vide themselves with copies of the Acts of Parliament 
in question, or they will have but a very incomplete 
manual of the law of compensation. 








COURTS. 


PRIVY COUNCIL. 


Lord Romilly did not, owing to a change made in con- 
templated arrangements, sit at the Privy Council during 
the past week, but his Lordship will do so on Monday, 
Tuesday, and Wednesday next. 


LORD CHANCELLOR, 

July 10.—The Lorp CHANCELLOR, upon taking his seat 
in Court, addressed the Bar as follows: —I am sure the Bar 
will hear with deep regret of the loss which the public and 
the profession have sustained in the death of that most ex- 
cellent man and able and upright judge—Lord Justice 
Turner, The unvarying kindness and courtesy which he 
showed to everyone, his devoted and patient attention to 
every case brought before him, and the anxious care with 
which he worked out his judgments, which were always 
full and satisfactory, will never be forgotten ; and I am 
sure that there is hardly any one connected with the Court 
of Chancery who does not feel that he has almost lost a 
personal friend in that most amiable and estimable man 
‘and upright and conscientious judge. 


; VICE-CHANCELLOR WOOD. 

Re The Inns of Court Hotel Company (Limited).—Jackson 
and Shaw's case.—This was an ap ‘ication by Messrs. Jack- 
son & Shaw, who are builders ‘and contractors, for the re- 
moval of their names from the register of shareholders, and 
for an injunction to stay an action brought against them by 
the liquidators for calls alleged to be due on the fifty shares 
standing in their names. Their case was that they had 
pte to apply for and pay the deposit on fifty shares in 

€ company, on the express condition that they got the 
contract for the erection of the hotel, and that they should 
not be called upon by the company to pay any further de- 
Posits or calls, 

Roxburgh, Q.C., and Locock Webb, in support of the ap- 
plication. 

Litile, Q.C., and Swanston, for the official liquidators. 





The Vick-CHANCELLOR, without hearing the counsel for 
the official liquidators, refused the application, on the 
ground that this condition was never assented to by the 
company, and formed no part of the terms on which the 
fifty shares were allotted to Messrs. Jackson & Shaw. It 
was true that these gentlemen, on being applied to for calls 
in June, 1863, answered that their application for eight 
shares was conditional on their having the contract for the 
erection of the hotel. But the secretary at once replied 
that he could find no such proviso or condition in the appli- 
cation for shares, adding that, although the fact of their 
being shareholders could not bind the company to accept 
their tender, yet no doubt it would have weight ceteris 
paribus. When the contracts were made, knowing all this, 
and that the company did not acquiesce in their view of the 
matter, Messrs. Jackson & Shaw, on the chance of gettin 
the contract, took no steps to repudiate their shares unti 
some six months later (December, 1864), when, after having 
received no less than five applications for calls, and finding 
that the contract had been given to some one else, they 
applied for a return of their deposit, and commenced an 
action (afterwards abandoned) to recover damages for loss of 
the contract. Their repudiation of the shares was much too 
late, and, under the circumstances, their names could not 
be struck off the list, and the summons must be dismissed 
with costs. 


— 


COURT OF PROBATE AND DIVORCE. 


July 9.—Shedden v. The Attorney-General.—This was a 
petition under the Legitimacy Declaration Act, presented 
by Miss Jean Ralston Shedden, now residing at Richmond, 
in the State of Virginia, in the United states. The case 
now came before the Court upon application made on be- 
half of the Attorney-General to take the petition off the 
file, or to stay proceedings until it was properly verified 
by affidavit ; and also to order the petitioner to find se- 
curity for costs, as she was residingabroad. Affidavits had 
however, been filed, removing the informality to which ex- 
ception was taken in the petitioner’s affidavit, and that 
part of the motion was abandoned. 

Bourke, for the Attorney-General, moved the Court to 
order the petitioner to find security for costs. 

Coleridge, Q.C., and Bowen, for the petitioner, opposed 
the motion. 

His Lorpsnip held that, as the Court had no power to 
condemn the petitioner in the costs of the Attorney- 
General when the suit should be determined, it had no 
power to order the petitioner to find security for costs on 
the application of the Attorney-General. He therefore 
rejected the motion. 

CENTRAL CRIMINAL COURT. 
(Before Bramwe tt, B.} 

July 10.—In the case of George Drewitt, the chairman, 
and William Lawrence, the secretary of the Operative 
Tailors’ Protection Association, and certain other members 
of the association, the grand jury had found true bills for 
aets arising out of the tailors’ strike and the practice of 
‘picketing ” and alleged to be illegal, and the trial was 
fixed for this morning. 

Serjeant Ballantine, Sleigh, and F. H. Lewis, for the pro- 
secution ; Coleridge, Q.C., and Fitzjames Stephen, for 
for Drewitt and Lawrence; Digby Seymour, Q.C., Serjeant 
Parry, Besley, Ribton, and Kenealy, for the other defendants, 

Mr. Coleridge, Q.C., and Serjeant Parry, asked to have 
the trial postponed, ‘* negotiations " it was said, had been 
on foot, but the ground of the application was that they 
had not received their briefs until that morning. 

Digby Seymour, Q.C., joined in the application. : 

Serjeant Ballantine opposed the groper No negotia- 
tions had ever existed or were likely to exist. Some time 
had elapsed since the men were committed, and he con- 
sidered it a great hardship that because their attorneys had 
neglected to instruct counsel until that morning the trial 
should be postponed. It was a matter of great public im- 
portance. It was desirable that the system which had been 
pursued should not be continued, and ifa nledge were given 
that it should be abated till after the trial he would consen 
to a postponement. : P 

Ridton said he was instructed that late the previous night 
thirty-six sheets containing the evidence of many witnesses 
for the prosecution had been handed in to the attorneys for 
the defence. 
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Serjeant Ballantine.—It is the same evidence, but there 
are more witnesses. 

After some considerable discussion it was arranged that 
the trial should be postponed until the 21st of August. 

BRAMWELL, B.—Let it be understood that this postpone- 
ment is no act of mine. The defendants apply to have the 
trial postponed, and the prosecution say they are content 
that it should be so. 


(Before the Common SERJEANT.) 

July 8.--Thomas Bassett, aged 67, a process server, was 
indicted for forging and uttering a certain seal of the Court 
of Common Pleas ; he was also charged with stealing 5s., 
et pave of Mr. Matthew Briden, a solicitor, in London- 


Poland and Collins for the prosecution. 

The prisoner was employed on the 15th of April last by 
Mr. Briden to serve a writ in an action, and was paid 5s. 
to procure the seal of the Court of Common Pleas to the 
writ. On the 23rd of May he returned with the writ, and 
was paid 5s. more for serving it. The writ purported to be 
impressed with the seal of the Court of Common Pleas, but 
Mr. Howard, an officer of the court, proved the impression 
to be a forgery. The forged seal had been copied from a 

muine one in pen and ink by the prisoner, and he had 

ept the 5s. 

e prisoner, in his defence, said he did not consider it a 
forgery, it being so very bad an imitation of the seal. He 
should call it, he said, obtaining money by false pretences. 

The Common-SERJEANT explained that the writ was also 
a forgery by having upon it a forged seal of the court. 

The jury returned a verdict of guilty. 

Poland said this was the third person whu had been con- 
victed of forging writs since the beginning of the year. 

Serjeant Cook, of the metropolitan police, proved that the 
prisoner had been sentenced to a year’s imprisonment for 
forging a bill of exchange in 1863. 

e ComMON-SERJEANT sentenced the prisoner to 18 
months’ hard labour. 


POLICE. 


At the Mansion-House, on the 5th, Thomas Walker, 
aged 50, was committed for trial, on a charge of embezzling 
a check for £22 6s. 1d., received by him on account of 
Messrs. Lumley & Lumley, solicitors, Old Jewry-chambers, 
to whom he had acted as managing bankruptcy and con- 
veyancing clerk, 

SOMERSET MIDSUMMER SESSIONS. 
CHARGE AGAINST A SOLICITOR OF TAMPERING WITH A 
JURYMAN. 

The Somerset County Herald has the following:— 

Edward Harwood, 43, horse dealer, of Bridgwater, was 
about to be arraigned at the Somerset Midsummer Sessions 
ona charge of stealing eight shillings, the money of Thomas 
Chapman, landlord of the White Hart Inn, Taunton, on the 
17th of June, when P. 8. Milborne informed Sir William 
Miles that he had heard a conversation between Mr. John 
William Vesey, of Bridgwater, who advised Mr. Edlin to 
appear for the prisoner, and one of the jurymen now about 
to be sworn. 

Sir William Miles.— Let him be sworn, 

Milborne then safd—Last night I was near the London 
Hotel, when I saw Mr. Vesey talking to Mr. James Good- 
win, a juryman. Mr. Vesey said: ‘I’m sure now you'll 
acquit Harwood, who is a most straightforward and honor- 
able man, Come along with me. The jurymen this ses- 
sions are the most respectable ones we have had for many 
sessions. It is quite the talk of the town; and they have 
done their duty straightforwardly.” A gentleman came 
up and spoke to me, and whenI looked round they were 
gone. 

Mr.Goodwin was then sworn. He said: “ Last evening 
I met Mr. Vesey. I did not know him before. He spoke 
to me about Harwood, hoping the jury would acquit him, 

Mr. Vesey cross-examined Mr, Goodwin, who said :— 
“We were talking about Cutcombe, where I reside, and 
about your uncle and others of your family. I asked if 
you were a solicitor, and what you were , and you 
said you were defending Harwood,” 

Mr. Vesey.—It was by accident I met him. I know I 
told you I was defending Harwood. 

By Sir William Miles.—I do not recollect whether Mr. 
Vesey mentioned Harwood’s name; but he said the 
prisoner was charged with something abont half-a-sovereign. 





Sir William Miles.—Is there any other evidence ? 

P. S. ee onenne, Mae 9 and 10 o'clock, 
saw Mr. Vesey talking with Mr. Heal and a farmer named 
ir William Miles, —Are uryman? — 3 

Sir William Miles.—. ou aj n? 

Mr. Heal.—I am, sir. - 

Serjeant Williams.—Mr. Vesey put his hand upon Mr, 
Heal’s shoulder, and said:—‘‘ Now fm my dear fellow. You 
know his brother, Harwood, of Bridgwater, very well—g 
most respectable fellow.” I said to Heal, ‘‘ Don’t forget 
your oath to-morrow. Mind what you are about. Mind, 
you are on the jury.” 

Mr. R. K. M. King.—Was Vesey present then ? 

Williams.—Yes, still with him. 

Mr. Vesey.—I know Lovibond very well. I went hunt. 
ing with him. Did you not hear him ask me to come with 
him to the George Hotel ? 

Williams.—I did not. 

Mr. Vesey.—They were clients of mine. Did you not 
hear him ask me to go to the George ? p 

Williams.—I did not. I heard you say, ‘‘ Do, do; the 
Harwoods are most respectable fellows.” 

Mr. Heal sworn.—I am a juryman, and yesterday I hada 
conversation with Vesey. 

Mr. King.—Are you a client of Vesey's ? 

Mr. Heal.—I am not, sir. Mr. Lovibond said he knew 
Harwood, and Vesey said he hoped he would get off. 

Sir William Miles.—Did Vesey say, ‘‘Do, do, my dear 
fellow. You know his brother Harwood, of Bridgwater ?” 

Mr. Heal.—I can’t recollect. 

Sir William Miles.—Then, in short, you recollect nothing 
at all about it ? 

Mr. Heal.—I do not. 

Sir William Miles.—Is Lovibond here? I should like to 
hear what he has to say. 

Sir William was informed that Mr. Lovibond had left the- 
town. . 

Mr. Vesey.—We-were talking about hunting and riding 
over a bank, were we not ? 

Mr. Heal.—We were. 

Mr. Vesey.—And about my horse? 

Mr. Heal.—Yes. 

Mr. Superintendent Goldsmith sworn.—As soon as Mr. 
Hutchings left the court yesterday, after having been locked 
up, Mr. Vesey took him towards the Somerset Inn, andI 
distinctly heard Mr. Vesey mention the name of Harwood. 

Mr. King.--Did they go into the inn together ? 

Mr. Goldemith.—They did. 

Mr. Hutchings sworn.—I was on the jury yesterday. 

Sir William Miles.—And had the pleasure of being locked 

up? 
Ptr. Hutchings.—I had, sir, for some little time. I did 
not know Vesey before yesterday. He said something in 
reference to the prisoner tried yesterday. He asked me if 
knew Harwood, for his case was coming off to-morrow 
morning. I then walked come 

Mr. Vesey.—Did you not ask me to have a glass of beer” 

Mr. Hutchings.—I did not. h 

Mr. Vesey.—Did I not speak about Biddlecombe’s horse 
that I bought at Bristol ? 

Mr. Hutchings.—I did not want to hear what you had 


to say. 

Sir William Miles.—It will be my duty to report all this 
to the Law Society. It is my duty to do so. 

Mr. Hooper (who appeared to prosecute Harwood).—Had 
the case, Sir William, better be called on now, or be post- 


med ? 

. Edlin (who appeared for Harwood).—I think it had 
better be postponed. There may be some prejudice against 
the prisoner after what has transpired. 

Sir William Miles—I have no hesitation in saying it 
would be much better that the case should be tried by _ 
sons who have not heard what has transpired this morning. 
The prisoner’s bail must be enlarged. 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Tue Law Reports, 

Sir,—The first report of the Council of Law Reporting 
has been published, and, although after the first four lines 
they refer to the “novelty” of their design, they can lay 
claim to no originality in the introductory sentences, be- 
cause, as has been the custom far too long and far too often, 





July 18,1867. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


861 








they commence by @ record of the “satisfaction” with 
which they regard the work of their hands. They refer to 
the scepticism which existed upon the likelihood of success 
attending anything in these days, when the desire for gain 
seems to have obscured men’s clear apprehensions, which 
was “undertaken without a latent expectation of private 
” T venture with submission to tell the council that 
the same unbelief abounds, and that if law reporting were 
a work done con amore—if there were no editors and re- 
who had “a latent expectation of private gain ’’— 
the Law Reports would have remained a conception of the 
brain, and never have assumed practical form ; or, if they 
had come into the world dependent solely upon labours of 
love, they would very rapidly have given evidence of de- 
cline, and after feeble attempts at a blaze, have slunk out 
of life as others have done before them. 

Although the council express a hope that the Lord Chan- 
cellor, and others in authority, will facilitate their obtain- 
ing a charter of incorporation, they put forward no such 
claim as that su ted by a disinterested (?) writer 
in the Standard—viz., that the Law Reports should have 
the exclusive privilege of citation. Our respected con- 
temporary claims to be the advocate of Conservative 
principles; but this is the most revolutionary doctrine that 
could well be started. The established order of things 
which has at, least a venerable antiquity, “full of 
years and honour” to recommend it, is to be swept away 
to make room for a new comer who can make no greater 
claim to accuracy than his elder and equally respectable 
forerunners. If such a claim were supposed capable of being 
put forward with modesty in the inception of the under- 
taking, the foundations of it must have been ruthlessly 
shaken during the past twelve months, when, time after 
time, the correctness of marginal notes has been successfully 
challenged by bench and bar. The truth of the matter, 
however, is that the judges are not disposed to grant a mono- 

ly which, whilst human nature remains unchanged, would 
inevitably lead to a ry ages style of reporting ; and this is 
only now prevented that healthy competition which 
makes men solicitous that the publication with which they 
are connected shall fill a place in the front rank. 

PHILO-J UNIUS. 

[We do not quite agree with all our correspondent’s 
observations. We believe that the Law Reports originated 
ina mt disinterested desire to benefit the profession, and 
we think that although there may be and are many short- 
comings, the originators of the scheme are on the whole to 
‘be congratulated. There is, however, plenty of room for all, 
and, in our opinion, there is need of several. We agree 
with our i in his apprehensions of what would 
be the result if by any chance a monopoly of law reporting 
were established. —Ep. 8. J.] 





‘CHARITABLE ” LOTTERIES. 

Sir,—Some time ago your Journal contained some very 
valuable articles on the subject of the evasion of our lottery 
Jaws. I beg to enclose you a ticket for a share or drawing 
in another of these illegal and immoral schemes, the more 

Tous use in this case the object for which the 
lottery is started is for a purely religious object, i.e, the 
building a church, and because its promoters would seem to 
be clergymen. 

Trusting that you will not lose sight of this subject. 

A BARRISTER. 
, (Our correspondent will find some remarks upon this sub- 
Ject in another column.—Ep, 8. J.] 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuomas Kxxnx, of No, 77, Lower Thames-street, 
London, has been appointed a London commissioner to 
adminster oaths in Chancery. 

Mr. Joun Horcoop, of 14, King William-street, Strand, 
and 127, St. George’s.square, Pimlico, has been appointed 
& London commissioner to administer oaths both in Chancery 
and at Common Law. 

Mr. Lawrence Desnonovan, of 6, Sise-lane, has been 
appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the ac- 

owledgments of deeds by married women, 

Mr. Epwarp Drarrr, of 1, Vincent-square, Westmin- 
ster, has been appointed a London Commissioner to ad 
‘minster oaths in chancery. 





PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


Court or CHAncery (OFFICERS) BILL. 

The Court of Chancery (Officers) Bill, to facilitate the 
transaction of business in the chambers of the judges of the 
High Court of Chancery, and in the offices of the Registrars 

Accountant-General, ordered to be printed as amended 
on the 1st of July, commences by a recital of the 3 & 4 
Vict. c. 94; the 15 & 16 Vict. c. 80; the 18 & 19 Vict. ec. 
134; the 23 & 24 Vict. c. 149; and the 27 & 28 Vict. c. 
15. It then states that the number of chief clerks and 
junior clerks authorised to be appointed and attached to the 
courts of the Master of the Rolls and the Vice-Chancellors 
has been found insufficient for the due despatch of business 
at chambers, and the services of assistant clerks are required. 
It then notices the Snare of Mr. Marshall and Mr. 
H. F. Church as chief clerks and also of certain junior clerks, 
and says that doubts may be entertained as to the term for 
which the junior clerks are appointed, which doubts are set 
at rest by making the appointments permanent, and gives 
— to appoint an additional registrar, chief clerks, &c., 

m time to time as the state of business may require. 
Power is also given to the Lord Chancellor to alter the 
style and salaries of officers ; but the most important clause 
in this bill, which is purely ministerial, is the following :— 
‘* From and after the first day of October, 1867, the counter- 
signature by the Registrar of the Court of Chancery and by 
the Master of Reports and Entries of Notes or Cheques for 
a of money drawn by the Accountant-General of the 

ourt on the Bank of England, shall be discontinued ; and 
from and after the same date every note or cheque for the 
payment of money which shall be signed by the Accountant- 
General of the Court, and countersigned by any one of the 
clerks of the Accountant-General, who shall from time to 
time be entrusted by him with the duty of delivering notes 
or cheques to the parties entitled thereto, shall be sufficient 
authority to the Bank of England to pay the money men- 
tioned in any such cheque or note to the person or persons 
named therein, or to such person as he, she, or they by in- 
dorsement shall order to receive the same ;"" and the 24 & 
25 Vict. ce. 98, as to forgery of the Accountant-General’s 
cheque, is to apply. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

July 5.—The Revised Code (Certificated Teachers).—The 
Earl of Cork called attention to the hardships entailed upon 
small parishes by making the employment of a certificated 
teacher an indispensable condition before Government 
assistance can be obtained in the matter of education. 

The Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol, recognising the 
value of certificated masters, and also the difficulty of ob- 
taining them in many rural parishes, favoured the idea of 
appropriating a part of the Government grant to schools 
without certificated masters, and suggested whether the 
corporation of the Diocesan Board of Education might not 
be made available for inspection. 

The Duke of Marlborough recognised the importance of 
the question raised, and said it weuld receive the anxious 
consideration of the Government. 

The Consecration and Ordination Fees Bill and the Land 
Tax Commissioners Names Bill were read a third time and 


The War Department Stores Protection Bill and the Chari- 
table Donations and Bequests (Ireland) Bill were read the 
second time. 

The Morro Velho Marriages Bill passed through committee. 

The Salmon Fishery (Ireland) Act Amendment Bill was 
lost, on the motion for the third reading, by a majority of 
23 to 17. 

July 8.—Consecration of Churchyarnds (No. 2) Bill.— 
Lord Portman moved some amendments to clause 1, for the 
purpose of enabling bishops to open churchyards without 
going in situ, The amendments were eventually rejected by 
a majority of 82 to 35, On the motion of Lord Derby a 
clause was added to the bill to remove all doubts as to the 
legality of marriages celebrated before a re-consecration in 
churches whose external walls may have been altered, or the 

ition of the communion tables changed. The title of the 

ill was changed to “ An Act relating to the Consecration 

of Churches and Churchyards,” and the bill passed through 
committee. 

Convocation and the Ritualist Commission,—The Earl of 
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Shaftesbury asked the Archbishop of Canterbury whether 
he had any authority for stating that Convocation would 
be consulted upon questions referred to the Commission on 
Ritual before any legislation took place. The nea 
of Canterbury said he thought, and this was what he h 
stated, that there was much danger in altering the Book of 
Common Prayer upon the sole authority of Parliament. 
The power which framed could alone alter, and the Book of 
Common Prayer was framed by Parliament and Convoca- 
tion. After some discussion, Lord Derby said that while Con- 
vocation should have an opportunity of expressing its opinion, 
there was no doubt that the legislation of Parliament is not 
in the slightest degree dependent upon the deliberations 
of Convocation. 

The second reading of the Linen and Other Manufactures 
(Ireland) Bill was agreed to. 

The Limerick Harbour (Composition of Debt) Bill, after 
some discussion, passed through committee; the Public 
Records (Ireland) Bill was read a second time. 

The War Department Stores Protection Bill and the 
Charitable Donations and Bequests (Ireland) Bill passed 
through committee. 

The Morro Velho Marriages Bill was read a third time. 

July 9.—The Patriotic Fund Bill was read a second 
time. 

The House went into committee on the Galway Harbour 
(Composition of Debt Bill), which was reported without 
amendments. 

The Linen and other Manufactures (Ireland) Bill passed 
through committee. 

The Limerick Harbour Composition of Debt Bill was read 
a third time and passed. 

In committee on the Public Records (Ireland) Bill, the 
clauses were all agreed to, except clause 16, which, on the 
motion of Lord Romilly, was struck out, in order that a new 
one providing regulations for the conduct of the Record 
Office might be substituted. 

The Charitable Donations and Bequests (Ireland) Bill was 
read a third time and passed. 

The Real Estate Charges Act Amendment Bill was read a 
second time. 

The Railway Passengers’ and Guards’ Communication 
Bill was read a second time and referred to a select commit- 
tee, upon the understanding that the question of the par- 
ticular mode of communication should not be gone into. 

July 11.—In committee on the Offices and Oaths Bill, 
‘Lord Lyveden moved the insertion of an amendment to 
clause 1, that the bill shall apply to the Lord Lieutenant, 
and that this office may be hel a a Roman Catholic. The 
amendment was rejected by a majority of 69 to 55. The 
whole of the clauses were then agreed to. 

The Transubstantiation, &c., Declaration Abolition Bill 
passed through committee. 

The Vaccination Bill was read a second time and referred 
to a select committee. 

The Adjutants of Volunteers Bill (which proposed to ex- 
empt adjctants of velunteers from liability to serve on 
juries) was thrown out by a majority of 18 to 6. 

The Galway Harbour (Composition of Debt) Bill, the 
Linen and other Manufactures (Ireland) Bill, and the War 
Department Stores Bill were read a third time and passed. 

he Real Estate Charges Act Amendment Bill passed 
through committee. ’ 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

[Sir W. Barron paired, on the 2nd, in favour of Mr. Den- 
man’s Attorneys’ and Solicitors’ Certificate Duty Bill, with 
Lord Courtenay against it. ] 

July 5.—Mr. Leeman asked the Attorney-General whether, 
considering the length of the Bankruptcy Bill, the im- 
portance and number of the amendments, and the small 
space of time which would be available for its discussion in 
this session, he would withdraw the bill and re-introduce it 
next year. 

The Attorney-General said many petitions had been sent 
up from chambers of commerce, urging expedition. If the 
hon. member would ask again in a week or ten days, he 
would give him a final answer. 

The Chancellor of the Exchequer, in reply to Mr. Baxter, 
said that it was the intention of the Government to move the 
second reading of the Scotch Reform Bill as soon as the 
English Reform Bill had ed. 

nh committee on the Representation of the People Bill 
the House resumed the consideration of Mr. Lowe’s Cumu- 





lative Vote Clause, which wasultimalely rejected bya majority 
of 314 to 173. The committee then adjourned until Monday 
the 15. 

The Lunacy (Scotland) Bill passed through committee, 

Mr. Peter Taylor drew attention to the conviction of two 
men before the Salisbury bench of county magistrates, in. 
March, upon the sole evidence, as he said, of a gamekeeper, 
who was not cross-examined ; the hon. member then moved 
for a copy of the depositions. 

Mr. Gathorne Hardy spoke very sharply of the manner 
in which the subject had been brought forward. There had 
been no cross-examination, and it was not the magistrates’ 
duty to make one. As regards depositions there were none, 
He questioned the expediency of these appeals to the House. 
of Commons, who had not the means of going fully into 
the case, and defended the magistrates. 

Mr. Mill said Mr. Hardy had not shaken the statement 
made by Mr. Taylor. 

Two hon. members spoke to the high character of the 
Salisbury magistrates in question. A long and acrimonious. 
discussion ensued, in the course of which Mr. Hardy ex. 
plained that depositions were not taken in all cases, but of 
course were taken by or for the magistrates as the cases pro- 
ceeded, in order to assist the recollection of the bench at a 
future time. In this case there were no depositions but, 
mere notes of evidence. Ultimately the motion was rejected 
by a majority of 70 to 31. 

July 8.-—In committee on the Representation of the 
People Bill :— 

A clause moved by Mr. Crawford, extending from seven 
to twenty-five miles the limits within which an elector for 
the city of London might reside while retaining his vote 
was, with an amendment restricting its operation to 
occupiers, agreed to. 

A clause proposed by Sir H. Verney, to prevent the dis-, 
qualification of officers of the county constabulary and 
metropolitan police, was rejected. 

Mr. Vance moved, but afterwards withdrew, a clause pro- 
viding that where the right to vote is exerciseable by elec- 
tors residing within seven miles of a city, borough, or place, 
the seven miles should be computed from the nearest 


rt. 
ge moved by Mr. R. Gurney disqualifying for the 
county franchise of their respective districts the persons re- 

rted by the commissioners to have been guilty of bribery 
in Totnes, Great Yarmouth, Lancaster, and Reigate were 
agreed to. 

A clause moved by Lord E. Cecil, disqualifying any per- 
son at any time previously convicted of felony, larceny, 
perjury, or subornation of perjury, was withdrawn, on the 
understanding that the mover might raise the question 
again on the report. 

A clause by Mr. Biddulph enabling clergymen, who had 
not been clerically employed for twelve months, to sitin 
Parliament, was withdrawn upon a similar understanding. 

The following clauses were also withdrawn :—A clause 
giving an additional member to Huddersfield ; a clause by 
Mr. J. B. Smith rendering it unlawful to open public-houses 
on the polling-day ; a clause by Mr. Surtees disqualifying 
persons who had received parochial relief within twelve 
months; a clause by Mr. Dillwyn giving an additional 
member to Swansea ; a clause by Mr. Monk constituting 
Clifton a borough distinct from Bristol. 

Mr. Kekewich reserved to the report a clause enabling 
non-resident county electors to vote by means of voting 


apers. 
r The following clauses were negatived :—a clanse by Mr. 
Gladstone, dividing South Lancashire into two parts, each 
to be represented by three members ; a clause by Mr. D. 
Griffith, giving possessors of freehold, copyhold, and lease- 
hold qualification within boroughs, the option of voting for 
the borough instead of the county ; a clause by Lord Henley, 
altering the poll-day in counties to the fourth day after 
nomination. 

Aclause by Colonel Gilpin, conferring on Luton, Keighley, 
Barnsley, and St. Helen’s, one member a-piece, taken from 
the four Parliamentary boroughs next above 10,000 inhabi- 
tants (census of 1861) returning two members, was rejected 
by a majority of 224 to 195. 

Courts of Law Officers (Ireland) Bill.—Several clauses of 
this bill were agreed to in committee. : 

The Trades’ Union Commission Act (1867), Extension 
Bill and the Admiralty Court (Ireland) Bill were read # 
second time. 
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al Stores Bill passed through committee. 
Et perme (Scotland). Bill was read a third time and 


Pal 9.—In committee -on the Representation of the 
Bill :-— 

POT tice of Rating.—Mr. Locke proposed a clause providing 
that where a rate due on January 5 is unpaid on June 20, 
the overseer shall give a certain notice to the occupier, with 
a penalty of £20 for not so doing. At the suggestion of Mr. 
Hardy the clause was amended by a provision that the over- 
seers shall, for three weeks attri A to June, advertise 
in the local papers that disfranchisement will follow non-pay- 
ment of the rate; that such notice need not be given to per- 
sons from whom the ordinary demand has been made ; and 
substituting for the £20 penalty the penalties (to be imposed 
by the revising barrister) inflicted for a breach of the Regis- 
tration Act. The clause was then added to the Bill. 

The succeeding clauses moved related to particular con- 
stituencies or localities, and were one after another with- 
drawn. The old schedules—A to E—were then expunged, 
and the House proceeded to the consideration of the 
new ones, which, with some trifling amendments, were 
agreed to. : 

The report was then fixed for Friday the 12th at two 
o'clock. 

Mr. Bazley obtained leave to bring in a bill to amend 
the Carriers’ Act, and Lord Naas obtained leave to bring in a 
bill relating to the care of lunatics in Ireland. The latter bill 
proposes to take from the Government the power of appoint- 
ing the officers of lunatic establishments in Ireland, except 
as regards the two chief officers, and also to abolish the 
present practice of committing dangerous lunatics to the 
various prisons. 

The second reading of the Sale of Liquors on Sunday 
Bill was postponed to the 23rd. 

The Banns of Matrimony Bill went through com- 
mittee. 

Lord Elcho’s Master and Servant Bill was recommitted 
pro forma for the purpose of amendment. 

July 10.--Mr. H. A. Bruce moved the second reading of 
his Education of the Poor Bill, the debate on which was 
not concluded. 

The Railway and Joint-stock Companies’ Accounts Bill 
was read a second time. 

The Banns of Matrimony Bill was read a third time. 

July 11.—On the order for the second reading of the 
Trades Union Commission Act (1867) Bill (which proposes 
to extend the provisions of the Act to such other places 
besides Sheffield as the Secretary of State, on the application 
of the assistant commissioners, may think proper), Mr. 
Gladstone, Sir G. Grey, Sir R. Palmer, and others, pressed 
on the House the extreme caution with which the indemnities 
sanctioned by the Act should be allowed to be extended. 
The bill then passed through committee. 

The Bankrupte Bill. On the order for going into com- 
mittee on this bill, the Attorney-General said that, looking 
to the length of the bill (479 clauses) and the position of 
public business, he felt it would be impossible to proceed 
with the bill this session. The criticisms which had reached 
him from all quarters had been, on the whole, very favour- 
able, especially those from chambers of commerce ; indeed, 


the only adverse criticism had been a statement that it was’ 


impossible to tell whether the bill was a debtor’s or a cre- 

ditor's bill, acriticism which he thought the highest pos- 

sible compliment. The order for going into committee on 

the bill was then discharged. 

iat Courts of Law (Ireland) Bill passed through com- 
ittee. 

The Poor Law Board Bill, the Turnpike Trusts Arrange- 
ment Bill, and the County General Assessment (Scotland) 
Bill, were read a second time. 

The bill for extinguishing a certain right of way in Bar- 
rack-lane, Windsor, passed through committee. 

The Naval Stores Bill was considered as amended, and 
the report agreed to. 

The County Court Acts Amendment Bill was read a 
second time, 

The Judges’ Chambers (Despatch of Business) Bill passed 
through committee with some amendments, including (inter 
alia) @ new clause repealing so much of section 7 of the 
existing Act as relates to the appointment of masters. 

e Game Laws Amendment (Ireland) Bill was read a 
second time, 





FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


AMERICA. 
Supreme Covurr or New York (Nis Privs). 
WARRANTY OF BuRGLAR-PROOF SAFE. 
Sanborn v. Herring. 

Where a manufacturer keeps his wares on sale, ready 
made, there is no implied warranty as to quality arisin 
From the mere fact that the seller is also the maker. : 

Where such a manufacturer exhibits two ‘*‘ burglar-proof” 
safes differently priced, a purchaser who buys the cheaper 
upon a representation that it is as good as the dearer, may, 
upon that representation proving untrue, recover the difference 
between the value of the article as it was sold and as it was 
represented tu be, 

But if the sale be made with an express warranty that the 
safe is burglar-proof, or fraudulent representation to that 
effect, the purchaser may recover the whole calue lost by the 
safe being broken open. 

The plaintiff bought a safe in March, 1862, at the defen- 
dants’ agency in Chicago. He called at the store and saw 
the agent in charge, and told him that his warehouse was 
rather lonely, that no one slept there at night, and that he 
wanted a burglar-proof safe, in which he could leave his 
money without any anxiety. On this the agent showed 
several safes, two only of which suited the plaintiff as to. 
size. These two were alike except in the locks. They were 
fire-proof safes, with an inner chest called the burglar-proof 
chest, having a brass plate upon it lettered ‘‘ BURGLAR- 
PROOF.” The one had a lock known as the Hall lock, a 
key-lock ; the other had the Weimar lock, which was a 
combination lock without a key. The prices asked were 
350 dols. for the safe with the Hall lock, and 425 dols. for 
the other. Plaintiff selected the cheaper one, upon the re- 
presentation, as he testified, of the agent that it was as good 
as the other, but only after inducing him to take 300 dols. 
for it. He further testified that at the close of the negotia- 
tion he said to the agent, ‘‘I suppose you warrant these 
safes?” who replied, *‘Of course;’’ that he then said, 
‘But suppose I lose my money, what then?” and that the 
agent replied, ‘‘No such event will occur;” and that he 
then paid for the safe and received a bill of it. The agent 
denied that anything was said about a warranty, stated that 
he never warranted safes; in fact, had been expressly in- 
structed by his principals not to do so. It also appeared 
from other evidence that it was not usual for any manufac- 
turer to warrant his safes as burglar-proof. 

The safe was broken open by burglars in August, 1864, 
and robbed of 30,000 Pe in money and securities. The 
outer or fire-proof safe had been opened, the spindle of the 
lock on the inner chest driven through the door, and the 
lock itself shattered with a sledge-hammer. It was proved 
that this lock had been the weak point. An accomplice of 
the burglars proved that the robbery was effected in half-an- 
hour. ‘evidence was adduced by the plaintiff to show that 
other locks were more secure ; that the lock in question 
might have been better, and that the defendants themselves. 
made a much better class of burglar-proof safes. 

The plaintiff contended (1). That there was an implied. 
warranty arising out of the plaintiff's statement of his re- 
quirements and the fact that the defendant was a manufac- 
turer of the article. (2). That the representations of the 
defendant’s agent amounted to a warranty that the safe 
purchased was as secure as the best that could be bought, 
and that the plaintiff was consequently entitled to recover 
the difference between the value of such a safe and that of 
the one purchased ; and the plaintiff, further charging that 
the representations were made knowing them to be untrue, 
contended that he was also entitled to recover the whole 
sum lost. 

For the defendant it was contended that there was no 
warranty, implied or otherwise ; that the lock was a good 
one, and that the plaintiff chose it on his own judgment, on 
account of its cheapness. 

Davis, J., in charging the jury, dealt with the plaintiff’s 
first contention as follows :— 

The law applicable to manufacturers who keep their own 
articles ready made and completed for sale is the same as. 
where a third person, not a manufacturer, keeps and sells 
the same article. The confusion upon that no has 
grown out of the fact that where parties order articles to be 
made by manufacturers a different rule of law is applicable. 
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There the party who orders the article to be made and the 
maker do not stand in the relation of warrantor and 
warrantee, that is to say, the contract under which they 
‘respectively act is not one of simple warranty. 

If you order a party to make a particular article in his 
line, and he undertakes to make it in pursuance of your 
order, there is —— an executory agreement between 
-you and him, by which he undertakes to deliver you sueh 
-an article as you have ordered, and if he fails to deliver such 
-an article as you have ordered, there is a breach of that 
-executory ment. He promises that when he gets 
ready to deliver the article to you it shall be such an one 
as you ordered, and if he fails to keep that promise you are 
under no obligation to take the article. 

If, on the discovery of defects unknown at the time of 
the delivery, you return the article, you may recover back 
the money which you have paid for it, because of his 
failure to perform his executory agreement. There is 
—_—- in this case that calls for the application of these 
principles of law. Here was a party at a store 





that the latter innocently represents it to be the real and 
substantial pony hey the buyer is seeking, and so contracts 
with the buyer that it is such, then want of knowledge on 
the part of the agent is of no importance whatever, for the 
principal who sets the agent in motion has rendered himself 
ne a ly quite independently of the agent’s ignorance or 
knowledge. 

In tne case it is not claimed that the agent is guilty of 
any fraud, because there is no proof he any knowl 
that this safe was not what it claimed to be. But the plain. 
tiff claims that you are justified in finding that the defen. 
dants who made these chests knew that they were not such 
as they were representing them to the public to be, and ag 
their agent, under their authority, was justified in repre. 
senting them to purchasers to be. 

It is for you to pass upon this question, from the evidence 


‘in the case, and upon your conclusion on this question of 


| sents to you, will depen 


where a large number of safes completed were Sot on sale. © 


His rights and therights of the sellers are precisely the 
same as though the latter were in nowise connected with 
the manufacturers. Unless therefore there was a war- 
ranty, that is, an agreement between the parties in respect 
to the present condition and character of the articles sold, 
there is no right of action. There can be no right of 
action springing out of the simple fact that the person sell- 
ing the article was also its maker. 

“Dees Davis then, after explaining the rule, caveat emptor 
and distingu 


ishing between warranty and mere laudatory | 


representation,—said that a vendor might in such a case | 
enter into a contract which, subject the Statute of Limita- | 


tions, would render him liable for any subsequent robbery 
from the safe ; such a contract would substantially be an 
insurance contract, and the law would hold him to it, in the 
absence of any statute prohibiting such insurances. The 
plaintiff, however, did not contend that there had been a 
contract of this kind, but he denied that upon the represent- 
ations of the defendant’s agent. An agreement had arisen 
between the parties, that the safe contained the same appli- 
ances, and was as secure a safe as the best that could be 
bought, and the hon. Judge proceeded,— 
If such representations were made, and made with the in- 
tent of having the party purchase relying upon them as a 
. part of the agreement, that this safe did contain all thoso 
‘appliances, and was just as secure a safe as the best that 
could be purchased, you will, as a matter of course, have no 
difficulty in coming to the conclusion that the warranty so 
made was broken, as the evidence shows clearly that this 
safe did not contain all the precautions and securities that 
ighar-priced safes did. 

f you find there was such a warranty, then the counsel 
for the plaintiff claims that he is entitled to recover at all 
events a sum equal to the difference between the value of 
the safe as it was and the value of such a safe as it was re- 
presented to be, as he very clearly would be. 


But he claims also, that if you come to the conclusion 


that this representation was made falsely, knowing it to be 
false, then the damages may expand to include the whole 
sum that the plaintiff lost from the safe. 

I am inclined to hold with him, that if you find the re- 
resentations were made with the intention that they should 
orm a part of the agreement between the parties, and also 

that they were fraudulent, that is to say, that they were 


a 
'o 
ing a prize for its members who distinguish themselves at 
the final examinations, and such committee has made 4 
—_— in favour of the scheme, which has been laid on the 
tabl 


known to be untrue at the time they were made, and were ; 
| of the Committee have, however, submitted a separate 


made with intent to deceive, then the damages may be ex- 
panded, as he claims ; for if the defendants, the manufac- 
turers, did put upon the market a safe which they knew had 
not the substantial qualities that they represented it to have 
in their general circulars, and their agent at the time of 
making the safe falsely represented that it had those quali- 
ties, then, I think, the plaintiff would be entitled to recover 
his fall claim in this case. The plaintiff's counsel claims 
that that would be fraud. I think it would. It is sub- 
stantially a fraud if a man who makes any article, know- 
ingly makes it without the qualities that it professes to pos- 
sess, and puts it upon sale, and represents to the buyer, 
with intent to deceive him, that it does possess those quali- 
ties. : 
It would be of no moment in such a case whether the 
t who made the sale knew it was a fictitious or a real 
article. If the principal places in the hands of his agent a 
fictitious article, thereby deceiving the agent himself, so 


j 





fraud, even on the way which the plaintiff's counsel pre. 
your right to permit the plaintiff 
to recover his full loss, or to limit his recovery, if you find 
a warranty simply, to the difference between the value of 
the chest as it really was and as it was represented to be. 

The jury found a verdict for the defendants. 

{It will be remembered that a similar case was tried last 
year before the Lord Chief Justice, and resulted in a ver. 
dict for the defendant. We mean the case of Walker y, 
Milner, reported in the 4th vol. of Messrs. Foster & Finla- 
son’s Nisi Prius Reports. We are indebted for the present 
case to the American Law Register. 





SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

On Tuesday, the 2nd inst. (Mr. Addison in the chair), the 
society held its annual meeting, at which the officers for the 
ensuing session were elected, when the committee pre 
sented the following report :— 

To the Members of the Law Students’ Debating Society. 

Gentlemen,—We have now the pleasure of laying before 
you our annual report. 

Since the commencement of the present session the 
Society has held 31 meetings, at which 16 legal and 8 
jurisprudential questions have been discussed. One juris- 
prudential debate lasted two evenings. The remaining 
meetings were occupied in the discussion of the affairs of 
the society. On the average the number of members pre- 
sent at the meetings has been 24, the number of spe2clies 
at the debates 8, the number of voters 13, and the dura 
tion of the debates two hours and three minutes. 

17 new members have been elected during the session, 
16 have resigned or otherwise ceased to be members, and 
there are now 131 names on the Roll of the Society. 

55 legal questions have been received for consideration by 
your Committee, of which they have considered 35 and 
selected 11 for the consideration of the Society. 

The Lge of reporting the Society’s debates has been 
abolished, and the rules accordingly altered. The publi- 
cation of the Law Student’s Debating Society’s Journal and 
Reporter has been discontinued. Committee has been 
pointed to consider the practicability of devoting a sum 
money out of the funds of the Society towards establish: 


e and read to the Society. Three dissentient members 


| report. 


ith the exception of the alteration previously men- 
tioned there has been no change in the rules of the Society. 

Since the last annual meeting your Committee has lost 
the valuable services of Mr. Peachey, who resigned the 
office of committeeman in January last, and Mr. Hunter 
has been elected in his place. 

Your Committee advert with pleasure to the fact that 
during the session the names of nine of its members have 
appeared in the honour lists issued at the final examination 
of the Incorporated Law Society. 

e are, Gentlemen, 
Your very obedient servants, 
G. 8. GREEN. J, ADDISON. 
T. Wippows, G. Kenrick. 
J. Braprorp. L. HUNTER. 
W. H. Luioyp. 
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esday last the thirty-first anniversary dinner of 
oo ‘wociaty foie place at the ‘‘Ship,’’ Greenwich. Mr. 
Melvill Green being in the chair, an Mr. Cotton in the 
vice-chair. There were fifty-four members and guests pre- 


sent. 








OBITUARY. 


LORD JUSTICE TURNER. 


We record with much regret the death of Sir George 
James Turner, the senior Lord Justice of Appeal, which 
took place at his residence in London on the night of Tues- 
day, the 9th inst. His illness was of but short duration, 
and at first excited no alarm among his friends until ve 
shortly before his decease. Until ten days before his death 
he continued to perform his duties in court. Subsequently 
the affection assumed the character of bronchitis, which, 
before Sunday, the 7th, developed into congestion of the 
lungs. On that day, though seriously ill, there was no 
anticipation of immediate danger, and Lord Chelmsford was 
admitted to his chamber to see him, although he was for- 
bidden to converse. From that moment he appears gradu- 
ally to have sunk until Tuesday night, when Lady Turner, 
who was absent, returned only to find that his death had 
taken place an hour previously to her arrival. 

Sir George James Turner, born on the 5th February, 1798, 
was the youngest but one of the twelve children of the Rev. 
Richard Turner, B.D., Incumbent of Great Yarmouth, by 
his second wife Elizabeth, daughter of Thomas Rede, Esq. 
The family of Turner were settled, for many gene- 
rations, at Keningham, in Norfolk ; one of them, Francis 
Turner, born in 1662 and bred to the law, settled at Yar- 
mouth, and became town clerk of that place, was a person 
of great literary attainments, and was the intimate friend 
of the poet Crabbe, by whose son, in the preface to his 
edition of the poet’s works, he is spoken of in the highest 
terms of commendation. 


On the mother’s side Sir George Turner was descended 
from Sir Robert Naunton, Secretary of State to James I., 
and author of ‘‘ Fragmenta Regalia,” and from his wife 
Mary, grand-daughter of Sir Edward Coke, Lord Chief Jus- 
tice of England, through whose wife Bridget, the daughter 
of John Paston, Esq., Sir George Turner was also descended 
from the ancient Norfolk family of that name, and from 
vee Paston, Judge of the Common Pleas temp. Henry 


Sir George Turner was educated at Charterhouse, of 
which foundation he was a governor at the time of his death. 
He was a member of Pembroke College, Cambridge, of 
which his uncle, Dr. es Turner, Dean of Norwich, and 
formerly the tutor of William Pitt, was then the master. 
In 1819 he took his degree as eighth wrangler, and after- 
wards became a fellow of his college. His name having 
been entered at Lincoln’s-inn, he became a pupil of the late 
Lord Cottenham, and was called to the bar in 1821. Shortly 
afterwards he edited a volume of Chancery Reports in con- 
junction with the late James Russell, Esq., Q.C. In May, 
1840, he became a Q.C. simultaneously with Mr. Bethell, 
now J.ord Westbury, who was two years his junior. In 
July, 1847, he was elected M.P. for Coventry, and retained 
his seat until April, 1851, when he was appointed Vice- 
Chancellor, soon after which he received the honour of 
knighthood, and was made a Privy Councillor. In January, 
1853, he was appointed one of the Lords Justices of Appeal, 
m succession to Lord Cranworth, who became Chancellor. 

Besides being a governor of the Charterhouse, he was a 
Bencher of Lincoln’s-inn and a Fellow of the Royal, Society, 
and had received the honorary degree of D.C.L. of the Uni- 
versity of Oxford. 

, As a member of the House of Commons, Sir George Turner 
introduced and carried the measure known as Sir George 
Turner’s Act, which, with other minor improvements upon 
the cumbrous practice of that day, enubled the Court of 
Chancery to decide, upon a special case, questions in which 
the parties were agreed upon the facts. ‘To him also in a 
great degree, as a member of the Chancery Commission, are 

we many of the great improvements in the practice of the 
court which were effected in 1852, and he may be said to 
have been the father of the present chamber practice in 
chancery, 


He married, in 1823, Louisa, the danghter of Edward 





Jones, Esq., of Brackley, in Northamptonshire, by whom: 
he had six sons and three daughters, who, with Lady Tur- 
ner, all survive him. 

As a judge Sir George Turner cannot be better described 
than in the words which Lord Chelmsford addressed to the- 
bar on Wednesday morning :—‘‘The unvarying kindness 
and courtesy which he showed to every one, his devoted and’ 
patient attention to every case brought before him, and the- 
anxious care with which he worked out his judgments,. 
which were always full and satisfactory, will never be for- 
gotten ; and I am sure that there is hardly any one con- 
nected with the Court of Chancery who does not feel that 
he has almost lost a personal friend in that most amiable 
and estimable man and upright and conscientious judge.” 

When we call to mind the remarks he made respecting 
Sir James Lewis Knight Bruce, his late colleague, whom 
he survived but a few months, of the perfect harmony ex- 
isting between them during the long period they had 
sat together, we cannot but attribute this to the great 
personal qualities possessed in so eminent a degree by the 
judge whose loss we now mourn. 

It may not be inopportune to add that an elder brother 
of Sir George Turner, namely, Mr. Francis Turner, who 
died in 1864, also attained considerable eminence as a con- 
veyancer, and was a bencher of the Inner Temple; and 
another brother, Mr. C. R. Turner, has for many years been 
a master of the Court of Queen’s Bench. 


MR. WELCH. 

Mr. Welch the late Registrar of the Leeds district Court 
of Bankruptcy, died on Saturday morning at Yaxley Hall, 
Eye. The deceased gentleman was called to the bar in 
Michaelmas Term, 1839, by the Hon. Society of the Middle 
Temple, and was in the month of August, 1864, appointed, in 
succession to Mr. Wilde, to the important post which he 
held we believe almost up to the time of his decease. Mr. 
Welch’s name had been lately before the public in connec- 
tion with this office. 





COURT PAPERS. 


BUSINESS AT THE COMMON LAW JUDGES” 
CHAMBERS. 

The following regulations for transacting business at 
these Chambers will be strictly observed till further notice. 

Original summenses cnly to be placed on the file. 

Summonses adjourned by the judge will be heard 
at ten o’clock precisely, according to their numbers on 
the adjournment file, and those not on that file previous 
to the numbers of the day being called, will be placed at 
the bottom of the general file. 

Summonses of the day must be atiended in the Queen's 
Bench, judges’ chambers, where they will be called and 
numbered at a quarter to eleven o’clock, and heard con- 
secutively, in the Exchequer. 

The parties on two summonses only will be allowed in 
the judge's room at the same time. 

Counsel atone o'clock. The names of the causes to be- 
put on the counsel file and the causes heard according to 
number. 

Affidavits in support of er parte applications for judge’s 
orders (except those to hold to bail) to be left the day 
before the orders are to be applied for, except under: 
special circumstances ; such affidavits to be properly en- 
dorsed with the names of the parties, and of the attorneys, 
and also with the nature of the application, and a reference- 
to the statute under which any application is made, the- 
party applying being prepared to produce the same. 

Every affidavit to be read or referred to before the 
judge must be endorsed and have a one shilling filing 
stamp affixed on the outside, and every other document 
intended to be used, and requiring a stamp, must have one 
of the proper amount affixed when produced, otherwise the 
application will not be proceeded with. 

Acknowledgments of deeds will only be taken by special 
appointment on Tuesdays and Fridays, at half past nine 
a.m,, the applicant first satisfying the judge of the neces- 
sity of the case coming before him. 

Further time to plead will not be given as a matter of 
course, 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 
Last Quvoratior, July 11, 1867. 
[From the Official List of the actual business transacted.] 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


3 per Cent. Consols, 95 

Ditto for Account, Aug. 8, 95} 
8 per Cent Reduced, 94} 
New 3 per Cent., 91} 

Do. 34 per Cent., Jan, 794 
Do. 2§ per Cent., Jan. 794, 763 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 106 
Annuities, Jan. ’80— 


Annuities, April, ’85 12% 

Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 20} 

Ex Bills, £1000, 4 per Ct. 23pm 

Ditto, £500, Do pm 

Ditto, £100 & £200, 23 pm 

Bank of England Stock, 64 per 
Ct. (last half-year) 253 

Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


Gndia Stk., 10} p Ct.Apr. '74, 218 xd 
Ditto for Account, 216 xd 

Ditto 5 per Cent., July, ’80 111} 
‘Ditto for Account, — 

Ditto 4 per Cent., Oct. 88, 97 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — 

Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 87 





Ind. Enf. Pr., 5p C., Jan.’72, 103. 
Ditto, 54 per Cent., May, ’79, 108 
Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 


sea, "64 

Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. °73 

Do. Bonds, 5 per Ct., £1000, 65 pm 
Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 65 pm. 


RAILWAY STOCK. 
































































Shares. Railways. | Paid. |Closing Prices. 
Stock | Bristol and Exeter .........0scseseee eobcnisana BOO 8l 
Stock | Caledonian ' 100 Mt 
Stock | Glasgow and South-Western sso | 100 —_ 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ... 2 263 
Stock Do., East Anglian Stock, No.2. 7 
Stock | Great Northern | 100 115 
Stock Do., A Stock* ' 100 113 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland, 100 96 
Stock | Great Western— Original cscnssvessecessseece | 100 434 
Stock; Do., West Midland—Oxford... «| 100 30 
‘Stock Do., do.— Newport ........ccs000 | 100 30 
“Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire ......... 100 129 
:$tock | London, Brighton, and South Coas 100 524 
Stock | London, Chatham, and Dover... 100 17 
Stock | London and North-Western... 109 112% 
Stock | London and South-Western ...... 100 77 
Stock | Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln... 100 46 
Stock | Metropolitan 100 124 
Stock | Midland ......... | 100 TE 
Stock| Do., Birmingham and Derby .........++. | 100 86 
Stock | North British | 100 31 
Stock | North London 100 116 
10 I EE SE AE ERS TN 5 6} 
Stock | North Staffordshire 100 69 
Stock | Scottish Central .........cccccccccssssccssssseres 100 _ 
yStock | South Devon ...... 100 48 
Stock | South-Eastern 100 644 
SO 1 MEE UM ocnsapensusscesthipotcoonenrpnaciuanpaneveore 100 152 
10 | Doc ae 34 pm 





* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. bas been paid to B. 





INSURANCE COMPANIES. 























| Price 

No. of] Dividend | per 
shares! per annum Names. Shares.| Paid. | share. 
££ 8. aj/£ 8. da. 
400} 5 per cent} Clerical, Med. & Gen. Life 100 |10 0 0/20 7 6 
4006} 40 pe & bs} County... oe = wee, «sd 10-085 0 0 
40000} 5 per cent| Eagle or sale oe 50 |5 0 0/7 5 0 
10000} 72 2s 6d pe} Equity and Law ... -- 100 [6 0 01710 0 
20°00) 71 2s 6d pe; English & Scot. Law Life. 50 {310 0) 417 6 
700} 5 per cent| Equitable Reversionary...! 105 ww. {91 0 0 
4600] 5 percent} Do. New... ~| 50 |50 0 0/4315 0 

5000} 5 & 3psh bj Gresham Live | = 1s O88 

20000] 5 per cent! Guardian ... ine «| 100 [50 0 0/4610 0 
20000} 5 per cent Home & Col. Ass., Limtd.| 50 |}5 0 0:10 0 
7500} &} per cent] Imperial Life ... ..| 100 |10 0 0/16 15 0 
50000] 10 per cent} Law Fire... «| 100 1210 0} 4 2 6 
10000] 324 pr cent| Law Life ... | 100 10 0 0/90 0 0 
100000] 10 per cent} Law Union + ee 10 1010 01016 6 
20000] 9s 6d pr sh| Legal & General Life ...! 50 18 0 0) 8 0 0 
20000} 5 per cent} London & Provincial Law| 50 1417 8410 0 
40000} 10 percent} North Brit. & Mercantile! 50 |6 5 0/1530 0 
2500} 124 & bns| Provident Life «| 106 [10 0 0/38 0 0 
"689220] 20 per cent| Royal Exchange... ...| Stock] All {3020 0 
— | 64 percent] Sun Fire .., seen inate All |2030 0 
4000 bee Do. Life ... Bae All 163 0 0 


Tue Raitway Companies’ Biz, 1867. 


A meeting of railway shareholders was held yesterday at the 
London Tavern “to consider how far their interests were 


affected by the bill now rapidly 
authorising the compulsory sale o 


Delahunty in the chair. 


passing through Parliament, 
railways by creditors.”’ Mr. 


The CHAIRMAN said that, being a shareholder in several 
railway companies, and as no one seemed to take the matter 
in hand, he felt that there was not a moment to be lost; and 
had an advertisement in the papers, inviting share- 


holders to the present meetin 


interests were affected 


to consider how far their 


the Railway Companies’ Bill now be- 


fore Parliament, and, if considered injurious, to endeavour to 
prevent it being passed this session. He thought it one of 





the most disastrous bills to the interests of railway share. 
holders that could be devised. A bill which, if into 
law, would confiscate more Perey than any bill that was 
ever before passed. It would be ruinous to many, and gs 

off the property of hundreds and thousands of people. { 
would endanger the property of original shareholders, preferengs 
shareholders, and of debenture holders, as well as of the other 
creditors. He feared it was a 10st injurious measure, and 
one that ought not to be allowed to pass. It contemplated 
the speedy sale of a railway, but where were the buyers to 
come from? He then instanced the case of an Irish railwa; 
which, he said, had once been sold under the Bankruptcy 
and had produced about the price of the rails. He consi 

it a most outrageous proposition to sell a railway in the way 
proposed. He suggested that they should appoint a committe 
to take the necessary steps, represent the matter to the Govern. 
ment, and endeavour to get the evil day put off at least for the 
present session. He was glad to say that The Times had done 
good service in calling attention to this important question; 
the railway journals also objected to the bill. 

After several other speakers had addressed the meeting, the 
Chairman moved resolutions to the effect that the meeting was 
of opinion that a compulsory sale of a railway would be most in- 
jurious to the interests of all classes of shareholders and credi 
and deemed it advisable that no legislation should take place on 
the subject until the question was properly matured and con- 
sidered by all persons interested, and requesting that a deputa- 
tion wait upon the Government with reference to this matter, 
and submit its views to them and endeavour to obtain the post- 
ponement of the objectionable clause in the Bill. 

The motion was carried unanimously. 

A committee was then appointed to carry out the object of the 
meeting. 


Monry MarkET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 
Thursday Night. ' 

Consols now exhibit somewhat of a recovery from the dull 
ness and depression of last week. Wednesday was the bi 
day, but comparatively a small amount was brought upon 
market, certainly much less than had been anticipated from the 
rumours which industrious individuals had set afloat. An im- 

rovement of $ was the result of the day—an advance which has 
Som steadily maintained to-day. Consols are now some 7 pe 
cent. hig!.er than they were at the corresponding period of 
year ; and yet, looking to the influx of bullion which still om- 
tinues, and the prospects of the harvest and of foreign affairs,a 
further rise is anticipated by many. 

Railway, joint-stock, and in fact all speculative investments, are 
still viewed with distrust ; whenever public confidence is restorel 
to these investments and a portion of the capital with which 
the money market is now so well stocked finds a vent in this 
direction, that may operate as a counter influence tending to 
depress the funds. British railway shares continue their down- 
ward course more decidedly than any other description. Th 
highest rate in the discount market is 1} per cent. 

‘Rentes. 68f. 90c. 





ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
July 4.—By Messrs. Denennam, Tewson, & FARMER. 

Freehold residence and grounds, comprising about 5} acres, known # 
Benlah Spa Villa, Upper Norwood—Sold for £7,500, 

Leasehold house shop and factory, situate in Barnet-street, Hackney-roai, 
producing £54 12s. per annum; term, 60 years from 1862, at £13 13s, 
per annum—Sold for £630. 

Leasehold house and shop, No. 269, Walworth-road, Surrey, let on leases 
£60 per annum; term, 65 years from 1853 at £35 per annum—Sdd 
for £330. 

By Mr, James Bear. 

Leasehold house and shop, No. 23, Queen- street, Edgware-road, produ 
ing £67 12s. per annum ; term, 594 years from 1811, at £8 per annua 
—Sold for £435 

By Messrs. Fuaness & Knee, 

Leasehold, 2 houses, Nos. 31 and 32, Belgrave-road, Abbey-road, St. 
Jobn’s-wood, producing £120 per annum; term, 87 years from 186 
at £10 10s. each house—Sold for £1,275, 

July 5.—By Mr. Rosert Resp, . 

Freehold, 2 cottages, situate in the village of Purton, Wilts, producing 
£5 10s, per annum—Sold for £65. . 

Yat cottage, situate as above, let at £3 10s. per annum—Sold for 

Freehold house and shop, No. 27, Wigmore-street, Cavendish-squart, 
annual value £160—Sold for £2,500. 

Freehold house and shop, No. 28, Wigmore-street, annual value £130- 
Sold for £2,800, 

By Messrs. Favesaotuer, Lyre, & WaxELer. 

Freehold estate, known as the Park-mill, Burwash, Sussex, comprising # 
residence, corn mill, and l5a 2r 26p of arable, pasture, meadow, 
hop land, producing £78 4s. per annum—Sold for £1,650, 

July 8.—By Messrs. Wanttens & Lovesoy. 

Freehold, 4 residences, situate in Woodlands-gtove, Isleworth, producing 
£164 per annum—Sold for £22,385, 

Freehold, 2 plots of building land, situate in Spencer-road, Brixtoo— 
Sold for £95, 
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Freehold, 2 plots of building land, situate at Woking, Surrey—Sold for 


‘aly 9.—By Messrs. Curnwocx. GaLswortay, & Carnwock. 
Cc old ciate, known as Scannon’s-farm, in the parish of Balcombe, 
assex, comprising farmhouse, buildings, and 90a Or 3p of arable, 
pasture, and wood land, let at £45 per annum—Sold for £1,675, 
” By Messrs. Denes se Shee & penne i a 
dence, situate at Snaresbroo! ssex, annual value ; 
sacar hy 9 years unexpired, at a per annum—Sold for £1,000. i 
reehol land, sitate at Farnham rey—Sol ¥ 
. ss oanunnadss ” By Messrs. Beaps. 
Freehold residence, No. 53, Minories, City, let at £60 per annum—Sold 
for £1,720. 
easeh known as Nos. 1 to 5, Gloucester-place, and I and 2 
L re sarcyrie oily Old Kent-road, producing £150 per annum; term, 
expiring in 1888, at £14 per annum —Sold for £730, 
July 10.—B: are ig ona § sg eee res 
jd, 2 residences, Nos. verton- ngell-par' xton 
ee £100 per annum; term, 96 years from i862, at £10 per 
annum—Sold for £1,210. 
By Messrs. Fanesrotuer, CLark, & Co. 
Copyhold estate, taown as East Cosham-farm, situate in the parishes of 
Widley and Wymering, Hants, comprising a cottage, farm buildings, 
and 137a 2r 70p of land—Sold for £7,500. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
DINER—On July 5, at 39, Norland-square, Notting-hill, W., the 
= of John Gai ner, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, ofason. 
ROUND—On July 4, at No. 10, Alexander-street, Westbourne-park, 
the wife of 0. S. Round, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of Lincoln’s-inn, of a 
ist MARRIAGES. 

LEACOCK—BROOKE—On July 4, at the parish Church, Margate, Wil- 
liam Joseph Leacock, son of William Harris Leacock, Esq.,of London, 
toMary Sophia, daughter of William Brooke, Esq., Solicitor, of Mar- 


te. 

THORNTON—JONES—On July 11, at St. John the Baptist’s, Kentish- 
town, Richard N. Thornton, Esq., of Knowle, Sidmouth, Devon, 
and of the Middle Temple, to Elien Annie, daughter of Rd. Minshull 
Jones, Esq., of 82, Regent’s-park-road. 

DEATHS. 

BILLING—On July 8, aged 59, at Walton-upon-Thames, Isabella, the 
wife of Sidney Billing, Esq. Barrister-at-Law, of the Middle 
Temple. 

PEACOCK —On June 30, at the Upper Mall, Hammersmith, Lewis 
Peacock, Esq., Solicitor, son of the late Lewis Peacock, Esq., Solici- 
tor, of Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

STEWARD—On July 5, at his residence, Thurleston-lodge, Ipswich, 
Charles Steward, Esq., Solicitor, aged 54. é 

TROTTER—On July 5, at Oakfield, Dumfries, John Pitcairn Trotter, 
Esq., Advocate, Sheriff-Substitute of Dumfriesshire. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


CMinding-up of Joint Stock Compantes, 
Fripay, July 5, 1867. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Cefn Cileen Mining Company (Limited).—Petition for winding UP, 
Pp ted July 2, directed to be heard before V.C. Stuart on Ju 
19. Helder & Kirkbank, Gray’s-inn-square, solicitors for the peti- 
tioner. 

Dylais Coal and Iron Company (Limited).—By an order made by V.C. 
Stuart, dated June 25, it was ordered that the above Company be 
wound up, and also that William Hole Williams, Bristol, be 
appointed provisional liquidator. Vining & Son, Moorgate-street- 
buildings, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Yokkis Freehold Estate Com (Limited).—Petition for winding up, 
presented July 4, directed to be heard before V. C. Wood on July 
oe & Co, Park-street, Westminster, solicitors for the 
petitioner. 











Tugspay, July 9, 1867. 
Limitep In CmaNceRY. 

China Steam Ship and Labuan Coal Company (Limited).— Petition 
for winding up, presented July 9, directed to be heard before the 
Master of the Rolls on July 20. Vallance & Vallance, Essex-st, 
Strand, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Falmouth Hotel Company perp an order made zie Master 
of the Rolls on June 29, it was ordered that the above Company be 
wound up. Cooke, -lane, solicitor for the petitioner, 

Matlock Consumers’ Gas Light and Coke Company (Limited).—The 
Master of the Rolls has, by an order dated June 19, appointed Henry 
Chatteris, 21, Lawrence-lane, to be the official liquidator ; and the 
creditors are required on or before August 5, to send r names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the 
said official liquidator. Nov. 4 at 12 is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Farpay, July 5, 1867. 
“en Provident Friendly Society, 16, Long-lane, Bermondsey, 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Frivay, July 6, 1867. 
ne Wa, Temple Balsall, Warwick, Farmer. July 25. Bottv Read, 


Finch, Joseph, Seotnlpore, East Indies, Indigo Planter. Dec 20. 
,, Fineh o Finch, V.C, Wood. 
» Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Gent. Aug 5. 





+ John Joh 
oo v ewer M.R, 
ay, Ann mbridge-pl, Bayswater, Widow. July 27. Jackson 

Tietaen, V.c, Malin.” . : oe é . 








a’ Bombay, Contractor. ‘Nov 2. Jackson» Jackson,- 

< uar 

May, Thos, Temple, Gent. July 23. May v Mackeson, V.C. Wood. 

O'Toole, John, Clifton-park, Tranmere, Chester, Merchant. July 26. 
O'Toole v Brown, M.R. 

Riley, Edwd, Halifax, York, Woolstapler. July 24. Riley wv Riley, 


en TvespayY, July 9, 1867. 
get ioe. Caledonian-rd, Islington, Spinster. Aug6. Leek o 
Carrington, Frede Geo, Gloucester, Gent. Sept2. Churchward o 
Carrington, M. R. 
Danvers, Right Hon. Geo Jehn, Earl of Lanesborough, Octl. Her- 
rick v Countess of Lanesborough, V. C. Wood. 
Parr ee Nugent, Brompton-sq. July 30. Dunbarv Dunbar, 
. C. Malins, 
Fullarton, Charlotte Ann, Tunbri Wi Kent. Ang 3l. Dam 
» Andrew, V. C. Wood. 9s Rate is “a 
Hughes, Hy, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Coal Merchant. July 23. 
ughes v Flinn, M. R. 
Hulse, Frances, Cossington, Leicester, Widow. July3l. Babington 
v Meneex, V. C. Stuart. 
ax. . mas, Oak-hill, Stafford, Publican. Aug 5. Lloyd v Leese, 
Purcell, Alice, Cumberland-st, Hyde-pk. Sept 10. Collier » Collier,. 
V. C. Wood. 


Renaud, Hy Robt, Limmer’s Hotel, George-st. Aug 1. Dunning-- 
ham » Bernaud, V. C. Wood. 
ex. a = he pees Somerset, Yeoman. July 30. Clacee v Streng 
. U. Matins. 
Webster, Thos Werrall, Bridgeholme, Langsett, York,Gent. July 25- 
Webster v Webster, M. R. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Viet. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farpay, July 5, 1867. 

Abbott, Alfd Meek, Anchor-st, Bethnal-green, Horse Hair Manuface- 
turer. Sept5. Brown & Godwin, Finsbury-pl, Finsbury-sq. 

Anderson, Ephraim, Silloans, Northumberland, Farmer. Sept 6. 
Hodge & Harle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Ashten, Richd, Gorstage Hall, nr Northwich. Sept 1. Bennett & Co, 
New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Bromley, Edwd, Oaks Hall, Pontesbury, Salop, Farmer. July 29/ 
‘Morris, Shrewsbury. 

Cochrane, Thos, Jamaica, West Indies, Major. Aug9. Sheppard &- 
Riley, Moorgate-st. 

Cockburn, Hy Philip, Craven-hill Gardens, Hyde-pk, Esq. Sept 1.. 
Bennett & Co, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Cooper, Sarah, Biggleswade, Bedford, Widow. Sept 6. Chapman, 
Biggleswade. 

Cox, Edwd. Gt Barton, Suffolk, Brewer, Aug 14. Salmon & Son, 
Bury St Edmunds. 

Dyer, Thos, Forest-hill, M.D. Aug 1, Robinson, Gresham-house,_ 
Old Broad-st, 

Dyer, Eliza, Mellis, Suffolk, Widow. Aug 16. Dyer, Acre-lane, 


Brixton. 
De Seen, Thee, Leeks, Butcher. Augl. Arrowsmith & Rhodes, 

irsk. 
— Thos, Kingston-upon-Hull, Humber Pilot. Aug 15. Wilson, 


ull, 
Geach, John Jas, Pentwan, Cornwall, Miner. Aug 18. Sharland,-. 
Gravesend. 
Hart, > Thornton Grange, Chester, Farmer, Aug 5. Yates & 


pool, 
Hornby, Sir Phipps, Little Green, Sussex, Admiral. Sept 28. David- 
son, Spring-gardens, Westminster. 
Johnson, Chas Fredk, Stanhope-pl, Hyde-pk, Esq. Aug 20. Young 
& Co, St Mildred’s-ct, Poultry. 
Ripon, Countess of, Norton-hall, Lincoln, Sept 1. Bennett & Co, 
New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn. . 
Reffell, Eliz, Shere, Surrey, Widow. Aug 3. Capron, Guildford. 
Simons, Wm, Gt Malvern, Worcester, Nurseryman. Aug 10. Carley,. 
& Whatley, Gt Malvern. 
bay raat Grays Thurrock, Essex, Brickmaker. Aug 18. Sharland, 
ravesend. 
bi = Wm Hy, Quebec, Canada, Merchant. Sept 29. Harwood,. 
is 


Tucker, Thos, Pump-row, City-road, Coachmaker. Aug 10. Jones, 
Old Jewry-chambers. R 

Veck, Dorothy, Bishop’s Waltham, Southampton. Aug 7. Hewitt, . 
Bishop's Waltham. 

Walter, Chas David, Bell-yd, Temple-bar, Newsvendor, Aug 3!. Ingle 
& Gooddy, King William-st, London-bridge. 

Winter, Ann, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Widow. Aug 17. Barnes, Gt - 
Yarmouth, 

TusspayY, July 9, 1867. 


Bicknell, Sam!, Connaught-ter, Edgware-rd. Sept 14. Garrard & 
James, Suffolk-st, Pall Mall East. 
Boadle, Mary, Wright-green, Cumberland, Widow. July 11. Brock- 
bann & Helder, Whitehaven. 
Dalton, Sarah Ann, Dover, Kent, Widow. Aug 15. Crowdy, Ser- 
jeant’s-inn, Fleet-st. 
Hall, “qs Nojanmaa, Finland, Russia, Gent. Sept 15. Drammonds 
, Croydon. : 
a Sheffield, out of business. Aug 10. Smith & Burdekin, 
effield, 
ba rime 4 Godalming, Surrey, Esq. . Sept!. Hockley & Russell, 
Guildford. : 
ieee, Seek Halifax, York, Widow. Aug 30. Ingram & Baines, , 
ali 


Newton, Morris, Lancaster-p!, Strand, Attorney. Aug Il. Levy, 
Surrey-st, Strand. 

Ord, wae nt ah Grange, Northumberland, Farmer, Sept 2. Wood- 
man, Morpeth. 

Phillips, Sie Thos, Llanellen, Monmouth, Barrister-at-Law, Aug 21. . 
Hunt, Gray's-inn-sq. 
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her = teenamnamed Wardsend, York, Spinster, Aug 12. Wheat, Shef- 
sRenner, John, ae Wood-hall, Northumberland, Farmer. Sept 2. 
» Morpe' 


Woodman 
Sennar, John, =... Lianllechid, Carnarvon, Independent Minis- 


ter. t3. Foulkes, Bangor. 
“Tabor, We Clitton, Brighton, Sussex, Gent. Aug 12. Shoubridge, 


Lincoln’s-inn-fields, ; 
‘Urry, Geo, Nottingham, Gent. Aug 17. Clarke & Co, Nottingham. 


Beeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
Frrpay, July 5, 1867. 
Abbot, a Newtown, Heath, nr Manch, Joiner. June 11. 
Reg July 
Adooet, Jas he Joseph, Holbeach, Lincoln, Grocer. June 10. 
zg July 
a = = Miles, Chorley, Lancaster, Draper. June 26. Comp. 
uly 5. 
Arensberg, $ Simon Hy, Bradford, General Merchant. Feb 1. Comp. 
g Ja 
> ror Goo, Manch, Comm Merchant. Asst. Reg 
uly 
— poy , Manningtree, Essex, Beer-house Keeper. June 27. Comp. 
= Reg July 2. 
Bates, Peter, Manch, Porter. June 2lt. Comp. Reg July 1. 
Bates, Chas, Southampton, Draper. Junel2. Asst. Reg July 1. 
a gm 5 & Jane Batharst, Gloucestr, Spinsters. June 26, Asst. 
Reg July 
‘Boatwood, pe 7 aed Bedford, Straw Plait Bleacher. June 8. 


Bost, Sal es Peace, ‘Aston, Warwick, Gilt Jeweller. June 20. Comp. 
ae oy Hy, ‘Sheffield, York, Boot Maker. Comp. Reg 
Brittiobank, Nes South Elmsall, York,Butcher. June 14. Asst. 
Buchan, vin ne Manor-st, Clapham, Auctioneer. June 29. 
wane, 2 John Jas, Queen-st, Edgware-rd, Builder. June 13. Comp. 


Reg July 4. 
~Campbell, ‘Archibald Alexander, & Richd Ambrose West, Gt Tower-st, 
Merchants. July1. Comp. Reg Jul 


om. oe 5 Hay, Hunslet, Leeds, Woollen Draper. June 12. Asst. 
aly 5 

ag 5 Jas Joseph. Thetford, Norfolk, Merchant. Asst 

"Cloagh, Hicha Hy, Edge-hiil, nr Lpool, Cotton Broker, July 2. Comp. 


g Jui 
Cohe, Chas Anthony, Somerset House, Gent. June?. Comp. Reg 


Comp. 
Asst. 
Reg 


June 26, 


June i. 


June 11. 


ily 

ommns barat ng mr Teddington, Surrey, out of business, June 
7. mp. 

“Cook, a Rushton ¢ oll Stafford, Silk Dyer, June 19. Asst. 


Cox, ty “Cradeley-pk, Worcestershire, Horsekeeper. 
Comp. Reg July 4. 


a = Thos, Rochdale, Lancaster, Baker, 


Jane 28, 


June6. Comp. Reg 


Asst. Reg 


pinoy, Alfred Routh, Alfred-st, City-rd, Horse Dealer. June 27. 
‘Douglas-Willan, 9 Win, C Camden-rd, Camden Town, Clerk. July 4. 
Comp. Reg sab, 
Comp. Reg Ju 
‘Badon, Joho, Thoms, Oxford, Coachbuilder. June 28, Comp. Reg 
uly 
‘Ferguson, Robt Gordon, Victoria Docks. June7. Asst. Reg July 5. 
Fowler, Jas, Abertillery, Monmonth, Outfitter, Jane21. Comp. Reg 


July 4. 
¥ox, Thos, Sheffield. Provision Dealer. May 24. Comp. Reg July 3. 
Fox, Alf, Jap, eee epe y=, Boot and Shoe Maker. July 2. 
Comp. Reg July 
a ny Jas, ipswich, Suffolk, Plumber. 


uly 
ey 9 Wm, Newport, Monmouth, Brewer. June 7, 


June 18, Comp. Reg 

Gaskell, “Thos, jun, Crosby 9 hee Bishopsgate-st, Under- 
writer. June 18, Asst. Reg July 4 

Goodman, Michael Levy, Albert-villas, Nunhead- rd, Peckham-rye, 
Gent. July!. Comp. Reg July 5. 

ory Francis, Lpool, Wine Merchant. June25. Comp. Reg 
u 

Gore, hee Minworth, Warwick, Beer Seller. June 24. Comp. Reg 

uly 4 


Flancon, Geo, Prospect-row, Walworth, Boot Maker. July 2. and 

= 

Hart, Bent Richmond-rd, Bayswater. July !. Comp. Reg July 

soo Pe Ann, Tenbury, Worcester, Innkeeper. June 20, at. 
eg July 4 

‘Hewett, Bawin Sugugns.. Warren-st, Camden-town, Upholsterer. 

June 14. Comp. Reg July 4. 
noes, ! John, Gt Driffield, York, Watchmaker. Asst. Reg 
June 24, 


Reg July 5. 
June 25. 


June 7. 


uly 5 
Howes, Fredk bse Bishopsgate-st Within, Accountant, 
Comp. Reg July 2 
Jones, Robt, Lpool, Hair Dresser. July 2. Comp. 
gg Hy, Middlesbro, York, General Dealer, 
uly 5 
Lean, Richd, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Outfitter. 


Comp. 
June 12. Asst. Reg 


Jul; 
Lee, beni, & Abraham ye tie Shepley, York, Woollen Drapers. 
= li. Asst. Reg Jaly 5 
ae A David, Dudley, Worcester, Currier. June 13. Comp. Reg 
MacLandsborough, Thos, Otley, ei Wine, Ale, and Earthenware 
Dealer. Jul Comp. Reg July 
oe Jo 2 Maidstone, Keni, eats. June 14, Asst. Reg 
uly 
Markland, Edwin, Seniaetem, Lancaster, Ship Maker, June 28, 
Comp. Reg July 5. 





Merifield, Jas, Strand, Tailor. July 1. Comp. July 4. 

—— bef New-church-rd, Camberwell, no trevellen” Tame 17, Comp, 
eg 

Moses = Ag High-st, Mortlake, Chemist, June 24. Comp, Reg 


J 
Norton, 5g Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer, June 24. Comp, 


Porter, Jillen: Birmingham, Outfitter. June 4. Asst. Reg July 1, 
a Pay 0 Pe, rgina Catherine, Carmarthen, Widow. Tune 
7 


uly 4. 
gs «By Wn, iMilton-rd, Piaistow-pk, Builder, June 29. Comp. Reg 
J 
Rendall’ Wm, Francis may Gt Suffolk-st, Borough, Cheesemonger, 
June 27. Asst. 5, 
uton, Bedford, Attorney’s Clerk. June 
Comp. Reg July 
-st, _ Sena Leather Seller. June 5. Comp, 


smi, Chas, » Noi 

e 

smith, Wi, Lincoln, Builder. Jung 8. Asst. Reg Jaly ly 4. 

Standring, Jas, Lower Broughton, Lancaster, Iron Moulder. June 18, 
Asst. Reg July 3. 

ee Bird, Lambourn, Essex, Farmer. July 3. Comp: 


mhodpecs, 3 Jane, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Confectioner. June 17, 
Asst. Reg July 4. 

Topping, Wm, sen, Chariton-st, Kentish Town, Greengrocer. 
Comp. Reg July 3. 

Turner, peas, & Wm Brown, Blaydon, Butchers. 
Reg July 4. 

roe — Nice, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Grocer. June 29, 

1m: eg 
Walford, Chas S callin, Banbury, Oxford,General Dealer. June 21, 


Comp. Reg July 

SS: aes Rinitewaite, York, Innkeepeer. Asst. Reg 
Waller, <a Ross, Oak-lane, Limehouse, Licensed Victualler, 
July1. Comp. Reg July 3. 

os Wm, Aston, Warwick, Lapidary. July 2, Reg 


July 4. 

Wilkinson, Joseph, John Wilkinson, & Thos Shann Derham, Hunslet, 
nr Leeds, Flax Spinners. June 27. Inspectorship. Reg July 5, 
Williams, “tt Pontloottyn, Glamorgan, Grocer. June 24, Comp. 

Reg July pe 


Williams, ‘ii, West Derby, Lancaster, Butcher. 
wire deo, Sunderland, Durham, Ironmonger. June 6. Asst 


July |, 


June 6. Comp, 


June 11. 


Comp. 


June 5, 
Reg Jul, 


Wook, Be Berj “ar, re mies Gloucester, Tobacco Dealer. June i4, 
Comp. Reg July 3. 
Tuespay, July 9, 1867. 
Atkinson, That, Berwick-upon-Tweed, Innkeeper. Asst. 
Reg July 6. 
rN) ‘alter, King’ Seen Walham-green, Furniture Dealer, 
y Comp. Reg July 
Baimbridge, gor egh Leek, Satter’, Corn and Cheese Factor. Jure 13, 
Asst. Reg July 5 
me y'd Theophilus, Hook, Dorset, Miller. Asst. Reg 
uly 5. 


Bateman, Luke Walmsley, Kingston-upon-Hull, Grocer. June 2, 


June 24, 


June 21, 


Asst. Reg July 8, 
Braving, Wm Rd Brock, Plymouth, Devon, Engineer. July 6. Comp, 
Reg July 8. 
June 2%, 
Comp. Reg July 9. 
aaa tee duly Brookside, Darlington, Durham, Builder. 
Asst. 
Burbidge, John, , A Worcester, Draper. June 14. Reg 
Gahan, Joseph, Oldham, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. June 2, 
Asst, Reg July 8. 
Cousins, Cs Chas, Pritchard’s-rd, Hackney-rd, Broker, July 4. Comp. 
g July 8 
Asst. Reg Jaly 9 
Dales, David, Stratford, Essex,Carman, June 4. Comp. Reg July 5. 
Davies, Mary, Lpool, Widow. July 3, Comp. Reg July6. 
Dobbins oe Queen’s-rd, Sy eae nace, Bayswater, Ironmonget. 
July Reg July 6. 
Basta, Eawa, 
wil Bawa, Leinster-ter, Paddington, Bookseller. June2l. Comp. 
g July 6 
ee daly = Jas, Stroud, Gloucester, Bookseller. June 10, Asst. 
eg 


Brown, Goodman, Basset-terrace, Colville-sq, Worker. 
June 21. 
Asst. 
July 
Craig, Robt, Portsea, Hants, Draper. June lI. 
Dewubery, York, Grocer. June 20. Comp. Reg 
Pali Thos, Sedale, York, Photographic Artist. June8. Asst. Reg 


J 

Prankand Fras John, Dudley, Worcester, Surveyor. July 4. Comp. 
eg Ju 

Gray, Abram fi oa Birm, Fire Iron Manufacturer. June 2%. 


Comp. Reg 
Halliwell, > By Jouthport, Lancaster, Publican. Asst. 
2; 
Barres, Thos, Fistonsellien, York-rd, Highgate, Builder. June 21. 
88 teg Jul: 
Heward, Thos gal Beliont-cheaiars, Southampton-st, Strand, 
Builder. June 2X, Comp. Ju 
Holden, Thos, Brigg, Lincoln, Draper. Fuly 2. Asst. Reg July 6. 
= 1 N , Leicester, Boot Upper Manufacturer. Jane 15. Comp- 
u 
Humble, Sis, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Plumber. June 11, Comp. Reg 


Pr he Wm, Burford, Oxford, Baker. June 12, Asst. Reg July 5. 
Kiff, Wm, Crederiok- -st, Caledonian-rd, General Dealer. June 21. 


Comp. Reg J 

King, Alfred Chas, Gharehest, Battersea, Corn Chandler. June 2. 
Comp, Reg July 9. 

Leicester, Jas, Lpool. Flour Dealer. June2l, Asst. Reg July 8. 

Levenstein, Julius Hngo, Bury-ct, St Mary Axe, Colour Merchant. 
July 8. Comp. Reg Jaly 9. 


June 11. 
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Lilliorap, Jo John, Plymouth, Devon, Reoheshen June 17. Asst, 
ly 
age 5 Peroy-at, Tottenham-ot-r, Hotel Keeper. July 1. 


Comp. Reg July 
1, Jas, 1 ha ER, Contractor. June 21. Comp. 


Reg July uly 6. 
Thos Hy, Lpool, Comm Agent. July 5. Asst. Reg July 8. 
Male, Sidney Jam, Cheltenham, lousester: Grocer. June7. Asst. 


Wn % te, Preston, Lancaster, Confectioner. June 25. Comp. Reg 

e.. | om Cockerell, Deritend, Birm, Surgeon. June 21. Comp. 

ron: Wak Robt, toa Ingram Blackford, Worcester, Drapers. June 
Asst. Reg J 


eg 
pdb Thos, & Edwd Slater — Birm, Iron Tube Manufacturers. 


20. Comp. Reg 
rch Alfred Hugustas ‘rarwich, Essex, Watchmaker. June 29. 
Reg Ju 
poi, Pn, Ghee et Victualler. June 12. Asst. Reg July 6. 
Percival, ae Stafford, Licensed Victualler. June 10, Asst. 


"Buckingbam-ter, Lonsdale-rd, Bayswater, Bootmaker. 
Comp. Reg July 6. 
aut kek Morton cum-Alcumlow, Chester, Blacksmith. June 25. 


raloch sort St George’s-street, East Smithfield, Outfitter. July 


July 8, 
pe, York, Cordwainer, June 11. Asst. Reg 
Jul, 


pavoror ceonb & oe Ravenor, Dartford, Kent, Plumbers. July 
Re; uly 
modes, Oo rd, th Dudley, Vicon Draper. June 13. Asst. Reg 


noe 3 Jas, Robinson-rd, Approach-rd, b atin Oil and Colour 
nt. June 2l. Comp. bi Ce fe 
alee, =! Ryde, Isle of Wight, Hotel Keeper. June 3. Comp, 
Keg Jul 
Seater Via, Nottingham, Draper. June 28. Comp. Reg July 8. 
ase, oo Nicholas, Lee Green, Kent, Stationer. une 12. Comp. 
duly 8. 
Stanley, Jas,” Watton, Norfolk, Farmer. June 29. Comp. Reg July 9. 
ga y te Wi —_ Macclesfield, Chester, Ironmonger. July 


mya, com othe, Cinderford, Gloucester, Grocer. June 18. Comp. 


viee's, Ben John, St Michael’s-alley, Bill Broker. June 25. Comp. 
J 
wale, Ws ee, Pitfleld-st, Hoxton, Milliner. June 13. Comp. 


Reg J 
Watts, John Goodall, Sheffield, Grocer. July 1. Comp. Reg oe 
Wines, . John, Matlock Bank, Derby, Stonemason. Jnne 13, Asst. 

g July 8 
= Hy, Hartlepool, Durham, Chemist. Jun325. Comp. Reg 


Wilkinson, Wm, Manch, Cotton Waste Dealer. June 26. Comp. 
Reg July 8, 
Bankrupts. 
Fripay, July 5, 1867, 
To Surrender in London. 
Bennett,- Geo, Wenlock-st, New North-rd, Outfitter. Pet July ! 
July 17 at 1. Ring, , Basinghall-st. 
Brayfield, Hy bina — Horselydown, Printer. Pet June27. July 
ty at 2. Hope, Ely-pl. 
Barder, Wm Howley, Winchester-st Fries, out of employment. 
Pet July 1. July 23at 12. Howar Paternoster-row. 
Cohen, Saml, South-row, West-st, rat Lontly Trimming Seller. Pet 
July 1. July 22atli, Harrison, Basinghall-st. 
Cohen, Harris, Myddelton-st, Clerkenwell, Clothier. Pet June 27. 
July 19 at 12, ppetts & Son » Sise-lane, ” 
Cooke, Wm, Chippenham-ter, Harrow-rd, Sub-Contractor. Pet July 
3. July 22at1. Murrough, Gt James-st, Bedford-row. 
Dawson, Hugh Cross, Oakley-crescent, Chelsea, Dyer. Pet June 29. 
July 17 at 2, Lewis & Sons, Wilmington-sq. 
George, Thos, Compton-mews, Compton-st, Brunswick-sq, Wheel- 
wright. Pet July 1, July 22 at 12, Hope, Ely-pl. 
Hanson, vn Brunswick-vil jas, Camberwell- rd, Tea Dealer. Pet June 
29. July 17 ati. Pullen, Botelph-lane. 
Hinsby, Robt, Shacklewell-lane, Auctioneer’s Clerk. Pet July 1. July 
17 ab2, Drake, Basinghall-st. 
Jude, Thos, Gravesend, Kent, out of business. ae July 3, July 23 
at 2, Nichols & Clark, Cook’s-ct, Lincoln’s-in 
Kendall, Isaac, Victoria-ter, Harrew-on-the-bill, "Hair Dresser. Pet 
July 2- July 23 at 12, Hall, Coleman-st. 
Lesrwood, Thos, Charles-st, ame Sign Painter. Pet June 
28. July 18 at 2. Hope, 
Lewis, Jas, sen, King-st. Rew-toun, Deptford, Firewood Dealer. Pet 
July 1. July 22at12. Young & Son, Mark-lane 
Maidenhall, jas, Hayden’s-lane, Wimbledon, Labourer. Pet July 1. 
July 22 at 12. Drake, Basinghall-s 
Newton, Danield Merrifield, deehie.0t, Berea, Advertising Writer. 
Pet July 2. July 22at1. Edwards, Bush-lan 
Oram, Chas, Hatfield-cttgs, Grant-rd, eens, out of business, 
Pet July 1. July 23 at tl. Drake, Basinghall-st. 
Pamplin, Chas, York-st, Hackney-rd, Mariner. Pet July 3. July 22 
at2. Vann, Worship st, Finsbury 
Pardew, Sami, Trinity-ter, Souter, Warehouseman’s Assistant. 
Pet Jone 29. July 22at 11, Howell, Cheapside. 
Peto, Sir Saml Morton, Bart, Edwd Ladd Bettr,and Thos Russell 
Crampton, Gt Goorge-et, Westminster, Consructors. Pet July 3. 
July 24at1l, Maynard & Co, Coleman-s 
Pringle, Danl, Cornwall-rd, Victoria:pk-rd. “Pet July 3. July 23 at 1. 
Steadman, Mason’ 's-avenue, Coleman- st. 
Reed, John, Rochester, Keut, Barge Owner. Pet July1. July 22 at 
1, Moss, Gracechurch-st. 
‘ichardson, Wm, Calaneon “Buzzard, Bedford, Printer. Pet July 1. 
July 17 at 2. Webster, Basinghall-st. 








Sontors, Rbt, Tonbridge, Kent, Grocer. Pet July1. July 22 at 11. 
le & Co, Aldermanbury. 
i er, Thos, Prisoner for a London. Pet July 1 (for pau.» 
uly 22 at 12. » Basin 
Trancker, Geo Sutton, Hamworthy, rin Poole, har re Clerk. . Pet 
July 2. July 22 atl. Skilbeck & ne apeaag meen Bedford-ro 
rnbull, Geo, Grenville-st, Branswick-3q. Comm Clerk. Pet July 3. 
Tal 23at 1. Harrison, Basinghall-st. 
Wright, Newenham Chas, Bloomsbury-sq, Solicitor. Pet July 1. 
July 17 at 1. Harrisun, Basinghall-st. 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Aaron, Joseph, Halifax, York, Greengrocer. Pet July 3, Halfax, 
July 19.at 10. Jubb, Halifax. 

Adams, Mary Ann, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Beerhouse K Pet. 
July 1. Newcastle, July 20at 10. Joel, Newcastle-upon- ; 
Ashton, John Kingston-upon-Hull, Fish Merchant. Pet July 2. Leeds, 

July 24 at 12. Hearfield, jun, Hull. 
tkinson, Wm, & Ephraim Atkinson, Dewsbury, York, Builders. 
Pet July 2. Leeds, Jaly 18 at ll. Scholeficld & Old Leeds. 
Atkinson, Thos, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancaster, Clock & Watch Maker. 
Pet July 3. Manch, July 22 at 12, Yarker & Salmon, Ulverston. 
Baker, John, Simonsbath, Exmoor, Somerset, Farmer. Pet June 29. 
Southmolton, rm at 10. Shapland, Sou thmolton. 
Bird, date Walsall, Stafford. Pet July2. Walsall,July 17 at 12 


Darlaston. 

Boothroyd, Emmerson, Northwood, Stafford, Builder. Pet July 2 
bee tet * Button, Burslem. 

Britain, Thos, Manch, Beerseller. Pet Julyl. Salford, July 20 at. 
9.30. Nuttall, Manch. 

Butcher, Charles Shelton, Prisoner for Debt, Manch. Pet June .26 
Manch, July 17 at 11, Leigh, Manch. 

a Manch, Ironfounder. Pet July 1. Manch, July 16 at 
11. ‘Heath & Sons, Manch. 

Dixon, Mason, Kingston-npon- Hull, Cordwainer. PetJuly3. Kings 
ton-upon-Hul!, July 16at 11. Summers, Hull. 

Downing, Robt Cooper, Ipswich, Suffolk, Paper Hanger. Pet July 1 
Ipswich, July 16 at 11. Hill, Ipswich. 

Edwards, man, Flint, Grocer. Pet July 3. Lpool, July 17 at 12. 
Davies, Holywell. 

France, John, Louth, sina, Slater. Pet July 1. Louth, Jaly 15 at 
1k. Brown & Son, Lincoln. 

sg com Manch, Machinist. Pet July 3. Manch, July 24at11. 


Gaeterd, | Worthy, Melksham, Wilts, Timber Dealer. Pet July 2. 
Melksham, July 15 at 3. Rawlings, M 

Hadley, be Pattingham, Stafford, are “Vegetable, and Straw 
Dealer. Pet July 1. Wolverhampton, July 16 at 12. Stratton, 
Wolverhampton. 

, Wm, Kingston-upon-Hull, Beerhouse . ae July 3. 

Kingston-upon-Hull, July 16at2. Hudson & Noble, H 
ardy, Matthew Conyers, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Agent. aihet July 2. 
Newcastle, July 20 at 12. Hoyle, tag Tyne. 

Hildred, Robt, Gt Carlton, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet July 1. Louth, July 
15 at 12. Brown & Son, Lincoln. 

Hill, Hy, Madron, Cornwall, Carrier. Pet July 2. Exeter, July 16 at 
i. Boyns, Penzance. 

a 5 ie Hy, Chinnor, Oxford, Tailor. Adj June22. Oxford, July 13 


nee David Thos, Llanelly, General Agent. Pet June 28. Lianelly, 
July 19at10. Snead, Greenfields, Lianelly. 
Johnston, John, Wigan, Lancaster, Deuper. Pet July 2. Manch, 
July 29 at 12. Richardson, Manch. 
Lunniss, ~~ & Sarah Lunniss, Brighton, Juvenile Dress Makers. 
Pet July 1. rig! hton, July 20 at 11. Mills, Brighton. 
Miller, Laurie Me lemont, Rochdale, Lancaster, puanee. Pet June 
28. Manch, July 23at 12. J.&8. ecw Rochdale 
Mudge, Jas Danl, pehurch, Kent, Wheelwright. Pet July 3. Sitt- 
ingbourne, J uly 20 at 10. Parsons, Sittingbourne. 
wighsingale, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, onensian. Adj June 19. Manch, 
July 15 at 
ee reg Prisoner for Debt, Taunton. Pet May 2. Taunton, 
ly 18 at 2 
Pooley, John, Marske, York,Surgeon. Pet July 2, Leeds, July 15 
at il. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. ; 
i Geo, Burford, Oxford. PetJuly2. Whitney,July 18 atl. 
eee Oxford. 
olds, Wm, St Clears, Carmarthen, ben a Pet June 29. 
rmarthen, oy 15 at 11. Rees, Swans 
Richards, Joseph, & Geo Blount, Oldbury, W Worcester, Manufacturing 
Chemists. Pet July 2. Birm, July 17 at 12. James & Griffin, 
Birm 
Round, “Jas, Wednesfield Heath, Stafford, ey & Ironstone Master. 
Pet July 1. Birm,July 17at12, H. & J. E. Underhill, Wolver- 
hampton. 
Saunders, Hy,jun, Kidderminster, Worcester, Attorney-at-Law. Pet 
July}. Birm, July 17 at!2. James & Griffin, Birm. 
Segrott, Jas, Newmarket, All Saints, Cambridge, "Butcher. Pet July 1. 
Newmarket, July 16atll. York, Newmarket. 
Skaife, Allanson, jn. Keighley, York, Warehouseman. Pet July 1. 
Sm, Job, Lo 7at3. Harle, 
wo 4 Lpool, Butcher, Pet Tuly 2, Lpool, July 16at3. Etty, 


Teel. Thos, ter, Gl¢ t pee ey Pet June 29. Ciren- 
cester, rh 17 at 12.” Hampton; Cirenceste: 
Viney, Hy, Lincombe, Bath, Dyer. Pet July 2. Bath, July 18 at 3. 
Bartrum, Bath. 


Ward, John, Leicester,Comm Agent, Pet July 5. Birm, July 23 at 
li. Maples, Nottingham 
Wilkins, Simon, Bulkington, Wilts, Shoemaker. Pet June 27. Trow- 
bridge, July i5at ll. Rawlings, Melksham. 
To Surrender in London. 
Tugspay, July 9, 1867. 
Andrew, Thos, East-st, Manchester-square, a’ Pet July 5. July 
25 at 12, Eldred & Co, Gt James-st, Bedford-ro' 





| Bartram, John, Kichmond, Dealer in Second-hand i Clothes. Pet July 
| 


5. July 24ati. Haynes, Serle-st, Lincoln’s-inn, 
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Bell, Alex Wm, Dagmar-rd, South Hackney, out of business. Pet 
July 23 at ll. Harcourt & Macarthur, King’s Arms- 
yard, Coleman-st. 

Bryant, John, Gt Guildford -st, Southwark, Haberdasher. Pet July 5- 

uly 24at1, Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Cox, Jas Arthor, Angel-ct, Throgmorton-st, Colliery A ome Pet 
July 3. July 22at 2. Lawrance & Co, Uld Jewry-chambe 

East, Wm, Campbell-st, Paddington, out of business. Pet “Inly 5. 
July 24 at 2. bie, Basinghall-st. 

Elliott, Robt, Mary-st, Harley-st, Bow-rd,Gardener. Pet July 4. 
July 22 at Wright, Paper-bldgs, Temple. 

Field, Wm, Warwick-pl, Bloomfield-rd, Paddington, Fruiterer. Pet 
July 5. July 24 at Steadman, Ma‘on’ 's-avenue, Coleman-st. 

‘Fleming, Hy, Redman’s-row, Jubilee-st, Mile-end, out of business. 
Pet July 2. July 23 at 12. Hall, Coleman-st. 

Hall, Wm, Castle-yard. me, ’ Farrier, Pet July 2. July 22 atl, 
Linklaters & Co, Walbr 

Hill, Richd Morton, peer Ely, Cambridge, Licensed Victualler. 
Pet July 3. July 22 at2. Doyle & Edwards, Verulam-buildings, 
Gray’s-inn. 

Hood, Lavinia Rachel, Amersham vale-rd, New Cross, no occupation 
Pet July 2. July 22 at 1. Brown, Basinghall-st. 

‘Lambert, Geo, Ipswich, Suffolk, Builder. Set July 4. July 25 at 11. 
Shirreff & Son, Fenchurch-st. 

Mackenzie, Danl, York-pl, Howard-rd, Stoke Newington, Plumber 
Pet July 4. July 23 at 2. Hutchinson, Nutford-pl, Edgware-rd. 
Maillard, Pierre David, St Mark’s-crescent, Notting-hill, Dairyman. 

Pet July 3. July 24 "at 1. Hall, Col leman-st. 

Nairn, Wm. Cooper’s-row, Cratched Friars, Warehouseman, Pet July 
2. July 23 at 7. Hilberry, Crutched Friars. 

‘Perry, John, Tottenham, Merchant. Pet July 5. July 24 at 2, Camp, 
Paternoster- -row. 

Possion, Huberte, Somerset-st, Portman-sq, nooccupation. Pet July 
2. July 23at12. Drake, Basinghall-st. 

Pratt, Hy Seymour, Gregory’s-hotel, Cheapside, Hotel Keeper. Pet July 
1, July 23 at 11. Lindus, Cheapside. 

Puplett, Hy, Clare-st, Clare-market, out of business. Pet July 3. 
July 23 at 1. Angell, Guildhall-yard. 

Rice, Robt. Earl Soham, Suffolk, Maltster, Pet July4. July 23 at 11. 
Shirreff & Son, Fenchurch-st. 

Richardson, Fredk Thos, Colnbrook, Buckinghamshire, Butcher. Pet 
July 5. July 25at 12. Neale, Kennington-pk-rd, 

. Campion, Victoria-pl, Stockwell green, no occupation. Pet 
July 4. July 25at 11. Walter & Moojen, Bloomsbury 

Silvester, Aifred, Oxford-ter, Clapham-rd, Artist. Pet J July 4. July 
23 at 2. Huson & Co, King-st, Cheapside. 

St John, Fredk Donne Bolingbroke. Bt Frith’s, Norfolk, Banker’s 
Clerk. Pet July 2. July 30 at 11. Lawrence & Co, old Jewry: 
chambers. 

reoat Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet July 5. July 25 at 11. 

conn” ng “8, Covent-garden. 

ll, Hy Wm, Wardonr-cttg, Arrogan-rd, Twickenham, out of 
be Pet July 4. July 23 atl. Pittman, Guildhall-cham- 
bers, Basinghall-st. 

Wakely, Sam), Westbourne-grove, Monmouth-rd North, Bayswater, 
—_— Pet July 6. July 25 at 12. Clarke, St Mary’s-sq, Pad- 

ington. 

Walter, Hy, Upper Sanbury, Tailor. — July 4, July 25 at 11. 
Croft, Montpelier-row, South Lambeth 

“White, Geo, Dunstable, Bedford, Carpenter. Pet July 4. July 23 at 
2. Sismey. Serjeant’s-inn, Fleet-st. 

Winch, Wm, Daniel-st, Bethnal-green-rd, Timber Merchant. Pet July 
: s uly 25at!. Wild & Barber, Tronmonger-lane. 

Zuast, Johann Ulrich, Prisoner for Debt. London. Pet July 5. July 
24at2. Roberts, Moorgate-st. 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Bagaley, Geo, Stanley, Stafford, China Manufacturer. Pet July 5. 
Birmingham, July 25 at 12. Rowlands, Birmingham. 
‘Barnes, Elizab Taylerson, Bishop Wearmouth, Durham, Dress and 


Mantle Maker. Pet July 2. Sunderland, July 23 at 3. Mesnard, 


Sunderland. 

Bell, Peter, Halifax, York, out of business. Pet July 6. Halifax, July 
19 at 10. Brierley, Halifax. 

Blackmore, Chas Stoddart, Tiverton, Devon, Surgeon Dentist. Pet 
July 3. Tiverton, July 19 at 12. Loosemore, Tiverton. 

Briggs. John, Ossett, York, Beerseller. Pet July 5. Dewsbury, July 
19 at 12. Ibberson, Dewsbury. 

Browne, Martin, Birkenhead, Chester, Attorney-at-Law, Pet July 3. 
Birkenhead, July 19 at 2. ‘Anderson, Birkenhead. 

‘Budden, Geo Hy, Portsea, Hants, Labourer. Pet July 2. Portsmouth, 
July 23 at 12. , White, Portsea. 

Burden, Juhn, Bath, Somerset, Draper. Pet July 6. Bristol, July 20 
atll. King & Plummer, Bristol. 

Butterfield, Saml, Halifax, York, Gas Engineer. Pet July6. Halifax, 
July 19 ac 10. "Norris & Foster. 

Cubbage, Joseph. Grove, nr, Wantage, Innkeeper. Pet July 3. Wan- 
tage, July 31 at 2. Cave Newbury. 

Eddy, Walter, Gosport, Southampton, Plumber. Pet July 1, Ports- 
month, July 23 at 12. White, Portsea. 

Edwards, Joseph, Everton, nr_Lpool, Provision Dealer, Pet July 5. 
Lpool, July 23 at 3. Henry, Lpool. 

Foster, Harrison, Scothern, Lincoln, Shoemaker. Pet July6. July 
24 at il. Brown & Son, Lincoln. 

Gibson, Matthew, Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet July5. Sheffield, 
July 20ati. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 

Goodman, Geo, Wainfleet All Saints, Lincoln, Grocer. Pet July 4. 
Spilsby, July 23at 11. Walker, Alford. 
tates 088, Jolin, hae seg Yarn Agent. Pet July 5. Manch, July 23 at 9.30. 


any 'k john Eaton, Twedale, Stafford, Ironfounder, Pet July 5. Birm, 
July 22 at 12. Allen. Birm. 

Hayes, Robt, Callompton, Devon, Labourer. Pet July 2. Tiverton, 
uly 20 at il. Floud, Exeter. 

Holliday, Jaret, Westlinton, Cumberland, Shoemaker. Pet June 29, 
Carlisle, July 18 at 11. Wannop. Carlisle. 

Molroyd, Tom, Bradford, York, Tailor, Pet July 4. Bradford, July 23 
at 9.45, Hill, Bradford, 





John, David, Pencoed, Glamorgan, Grocer. Pet July 5. peers 
20 at 11. Morgan, Cardiff. Jily 
Jones, Thos Lloyd, Everton, Lancaster, Painter. Pet July 4, pool, 
ply, 22at iI. Forrest, 1. 
mB Nicholas, Gt Meols, Chester, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet July} 
Birkenhead, July 19 at 2. Harris, Lpool. . 
Lee, Jarrow, Durham, Grocer. Pet July 3. Newcastle-upon. 
e, July 24at 12. Bousfield, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
, John, York, Draper. Pet Jaly 6. Leeds, July 22 at 11, Marslang 
oa gy Chester, Bak Pet July 2. Birkenhead 
ster, t ester, er, . rke 
July 19 at 2. Anderson, Birkenhead. 
Locock, Thos, Yeovil, Somerset, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet July 3, Yeovil, 
July 22 at 12. Watts, Yeovil. ; 
Medland, John, Bristol, Baker. Pet July 4, Bristol, July 19-at jy, | 


Middleton, Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, Norwich. Adj June 19, Egy 
Dereham, July 16 at U1, 

Mees, gone, jen. Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj June 19. Manch, 

Maire Jane, Yarm, York, Spinster. Pet July 5, Stockton-on-Tees, 
July 24at12. Todd, Hartlepool. 

Overhill, Wm, Cambridge, es Pet July 4. Cambridge, July 
19at 1. Whitehead, Cambrid, 

Prior, Win, Adlard, Addlethorpe, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet July 4. Leet 
July 24 at 12. Walker, Alford 

Smith, Thos Harris, Midsomer Norton, Somerset, Brewer. Pet April 
3. Bristol, July 24. at 11. Lyne & Holman, Austin-friars. 

Smith, Benj, is, Flax Dresser, Pet July 4. Leeds, Aug 1 at 19, 
Upton, Leeds. 

Staunton, Michael, jun, Hanley, Stafford, Fruiterer. Pet July ¢, 
Hanley, July 27 at 11. Tennant, Haule: 


| Stott, Chas, Oldham, Lancaster, Bockbeaner. Pet July 5. Oldham, 


July 24at 12. Buckley, Oldham. 
=. — Lpool, Physician. Pet July 4. Lpool, Aug i atl, 


pool. 

Tomkins, John, Stockton, Durham, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet July5, 
Stockton-on-Tees, July 20 at 11. Clemmet, jun, Stockton. 

Walker, Joseph, Worcester, Furniture Broker. Pet July 4. Worces. 
ter, July 23 at li. Deveroux, Worcester, 

Weddell, “Jongh Hill, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, House Agent. Pet July 
5. Noweustle-upon-Tyne, July 24 at 12. Bousfield, Newcastle. 
upon- 

Williams, Owen, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon, Grocer. Pet July 4, 
Lpool, July 22. at 12. Evans & Co, Lp»ol. 

Williams, John Mutlow, Newport, Monmouth, Surveyor. Pet July 5, 
Bristol, July 19 at 11. Cathcart, Newport. 

Wilson, Jas, Sunderland, Durham, Shipbroker. Pet July 5. Sunder. 
land, July 26 at 1!. Graham, Sunderland, 

Young, Geo, Sheerness, Kent, Drover. Pet July 4, Sheerness, Jaly 
26.at 11. Hayward, Rochester. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farpay, July 5, 1867. 
Cottrell, Alf. Tottenham-ct-rd, House Furnisher. June 29, 
Mason, Geo Witheat, West Mersea, Essex, Farmer. July 1. 
Wood, Jas, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Printer. June 22. 
TuEspay July 9, 1867, 
Nichols, Geo Hy, Earl’s-ct, Leicester-sq, Manager to a Printer, 
une 5, 
— Michael, & John Wootton, Houndsditch, Warehouseman 
uly 6. - 











(PBA LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
7, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 
SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities, 


4 Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
orm :— 


PxvrosaL ror Loan ow MortGaces. 
Date...... 


Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor’ 

Amount required £ 

Time and. mode of repayment (i. e., whether for a term certain, oh 
annual or other payments) 

Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land vr build 
ngs, state the net annual income) 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connexion with the security. 

By order of the Board, 
F, ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 





ASES TO HOLD THE NUMBERS of the 
' SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL and WEEKLY REPORTER, can be had 
the Office, or through adv Bookseller, Price 3s. 6d, and 7s. 6d. 


— 


S" ACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals poe 

sessing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear 

to Sterling Silver. Fiddle Pattern, Thread, Kinet 





od £84 £58, a. 
Table Forks,perdoz...... 110 Oandl 18 0 2 8 0 
Dessert ditto ..seeseoeeee 1 0 Oandl 10 0 115 0 
Table Spoons ....esseeeee 110 Oandl 18 0 280 
Dessert ditto .s..sse0+e0. | 0 Oandi lo O 115 . 
Tea SPOONS seceseseeseeee O12 OandO 1s 0 I 3 y 
Every Article for the Table asin Silver, A Sample Te. Spoon 
warded on receipt of 20 stamps. 


RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON. 





